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Santee Cooper (Pee Dee Generating Station) 
Florence County, South Carolina 

 
Air Permitting Action History 

 
 
March 20, 2006 Santee Cooper’s consultant submitted to South Carolina Department of 

Health and Environmental Control (DHEC)1, Class I Modeling Protocol 
for the proposed Pee Dee Generating Station. 

 
April 11, 2006 Santee Cooper’s consultant submitted to DHEC an addendum to Class I 

Modeling Protocol for the proposed Pee Dee Generating Station. 
 
May 31, 2006 Santee Cooper submitted a Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) 

construction permit application to DHEC, proposing to add two (2) coal-
fired boilers at the Pee Dee Generating Station located near Kingsburg, 
South Carolina.  This application did not include all associated modeling 
analyses. 

 
June 15, 2006 Santee Cooper, along with their consultant, and DHEC met to discuss 

permitting and modeling aspects of the application. 
 
June 27, 2006 DHEC deemed the application incomplete by letter to Santee Cooper 

outlining the additional requested information to be submitted to DHEC.  
Status was also conveyed to the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) Region 4 and Federal Land Manager. 

 
July 13, 2006 Santee Cooper submitted Class II modeling protocol to DHEC. 
 
July 25, 2006 Santee Cooper submitted Volume II of the application consisting of Class 

II Modeling Analysis.  The facility also submitted a Class I Area Air 
Quality Modeling Report.  The facility submitted these documents to the 
Federal Land Manager (as noted in letter received July 31, 2006, from 
Santee Cooper).  DHEC forwarded copies of these documents to EPA 
Region 4. 

 
July 25, 2006 DHEC received by email additional information from Santee Cooper 

including boiler design, selective catalytic reduction (SCR) system, flue 
gas desulphurization (FGD) system, and electrostatic precipitator (ESP) 
system details. 

 
July 26, 2006 Santee Cooper met with DHEC to discuss the application. 
 

 
1 For the purpose of this “Air Permitting Action History”, “DHEC” means the Department’s Bureau of Air Quality, 
unless otherwise specified. 
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July 31, 2006 EPA Region 4 submitted initial comments and questions regarding the 
Santee Cooper Pee Dee PSD application. 

 
August 1, 2006 Representatives of Santee Cooper, Trinity Consultants, EPA Region 4, and 

DHEC met to discuss the application.  Premises contained in the 
application were discussed as well as possible questions that may arise 
during the review process. 

 
August 7, 2006 DHEC received a request from Santee Cooper to confirm what pre-

construction activities (list included) could be undertaken prior to 
receiving a PSD construction permit. 

 
September 22, 2006 DHEC provided Santee Cooper with a list of approved preconstruction 

activities. 
 
September 28, 2006 DHEC received an application addendum from Santee Cooper consisting 

of a Part IIG form for Fuel Oil Tank #1. 
 
October 17, 2006 Santee Cooper and Trinity Consultants met with DHEC to discuss project 

status and next steps. 
 
October 26, 2006 DHEC received from Santee Cooper responses to EPA comments on the 

PSD application. 
 
November 3, 2006 DHEC received from Santee Cooper additional information on mercury 

removal efficiency from coal fired boilers.  
 
November 8, 2006 DHEC issued a letter to Santee Cooper (with copies to EPA, FLM and 

DHEC Region) indicating that the PSD permit application for Pee Dee is 
being deemed complete as of the July 25, 2006, receipt of the modeling 
analyses. 

 
November 21, 2006 DHEC received from Santee Cooper responses to EPA and DHEC 

modeling comments on the PSD application. 
 
December 4, 2006 DHEC received from Santee Cooper additional process schematic 

drawings of the coal, petcoke, limestone, fly ash, and gypsum material 
systems. 

 
December 18, 2006 DHEC received from Santee Cooper a site plan general arrangement 

drawing. 
 
 
December 20, 2006 DHEC received (by email) an updated listing of equipment and control 

devices. 
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December 27, 2006 Santee Cooper submitted responses on modeling comments to DHEC. 
 
December 28, 2006 DHEC received more detailed information supporting the facility’s 

selection of ESP (over fabric filter) as the particulate matter control 
technology. 

 
January 2, 2007 DHEC submitted additional comments and questions on modeling in 

response to Santee Cooper’s earlier comments to modeling issues. 
 
January 29, 2007 DHEC received from Santee Cooper an application addendum on co-

benefit mercury reductions, design fuel impact on BACT, and project 
revision to delete the auxiliary boiler from the application. 

 
January 30, 2007 DHEC received from Santee Cooper’s consultant revised modeling files 

for the proposed Pee Dee facility. 
 
January 31, 2007 DHEC received from Santee Cooper additional modeling comments 

regarding modeling for the PSD application. 
 
February 12, 2007 DHEC received from Santee Cooper updated project emission 

calculations, revised Part IIB forms, and additional Part IIB forms. 
 
February 14, 2007 DHEC received additional information from Santee Cooper regarding 

BACT issues with sulfuric acid mist (H2SO4). 
 
March 19, 2007 DHEC received from Southern Environmental Law Center (SELC) 

Comments on Santee Cooper’s PSD Application for Permit for the Pee 
Dee Facility. 

 
March 21, 2007 SELC met with DHEC to discuss concerns with the Santee Cooper 

application, emphasizing the need to consider integrated gasification 
combined cycle (IGCC) as available technology for electric generation 
derived from use of coal. 

 
March 30, 2007 Santee Cooper met with DHEC to discuss proposed revisions to modeling 

and emission rates and limits, and to discuss project status, future events, 
and timeline. 

 
April 18, 2007 DHEC received from Santee Cooper supplemental information regarding 

technical evaluation of the integrated gasification combined cycle (IGCC) 
process including responses to SELC comments. 

 
April 20, 2007 Santee Cooper submitted updated Class I modeling analyses along with an 

updated Class I protocol to address issues brought up by DHEC. 
 
April 20, 2007 Santee Cooper and members of Van Ness Feldman law firm met with 
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DHEC to discuss and provide additional information in support of 
supercritical coal technology rather than the IGCC process for the Pee Dee 
site.  

 
May 4, 2007 DHEC received from Santee Cooper a revised listing of insignificant 

activities. 
 
May 11, 2007  Santee Cooper submitted revised Part II application forms to DHEC. 
 
May 21, 2007 Santee Cooper conducted a two-hour public information forum at the 

Hannah-Pamplico Middle School which is located near the proposed site 
to inform the public about the permit application.  DHEC was in 
attendance to also answer questions. 

 
May 29, 2007 Santee Cooper submitted a revised Volume II of II (Class II modeling 

analysis) to DHEC. 
 
May 31, 2007 Santee Cooper met with DHEC to discuss status of permitting and 

modeling activities and review issues associated with the application. 
 
May 31, 2007 DHEC received from SELC and other environmental advocacy groups a 

request to delay issuance of the draft permit until completion of an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

 
June 18, 2007 DHEC received from Santee Cooper a letter responding to the May 31, 

2007 SELC letter and requesting the draft permit not be delayed until 
completion of the EIS. 

 
June 29, 2007 DHEC received a follow-up letter from SELC in response to the June 18, 

2007 letter from Santee Cooper commenting on differences of opinion and 
reiterating the request to delay issuance of the draft permit until 
completion of the EIS. 

 
July 12, 2007 DHEC conducted a Question and Answer public meeting at the Hannah-

Pamplico High School located adjacent to the Middle School.  Santee 
Cooper was also present to assist in answering questions from the public. 

 
July 26, 2007 Santee Cooper met with DHEC to discuss status of the project including 

both modeling and permitting aspects. 
 
August 17, 2007 Santee Cooper submitted a second revision of Volume II of II (Class II 

modeling analysis) to DHEC. 
 
September 10, 2007 DHEC received from SELC a report providing comments and additional 

analysis in response to data submitted earlier by Santee Cooper comparing 
IGCC to supercritical pulverized coal (SCPC). 
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September 13, 2007 DHEC received from SELC and other advocacy groups a request, should a 

draft permit be issued, for an extended public comment period of at least 
90 days and for at least four public hearings located in Columbia, 
Charleston, Myrtle Beach, and the community of the proposed site. 

 
September 17, 2007 DHEC received comments from the U.S. Department of Interior - Forest 

and Wildlife Service, Charleston, South Carolina, office requesting the 
draft permit be delayed until completion of the EIS study. 

 
September 27, 2007 DHEC received from Santee Cooper an application addendum containing 

additional information on sulfur content of design fuel, sulfuric acid mist 
requirements, cooling tower efficiency, nitrogen oxides BACT limit, and 
particulate matter continuous emissions monitoring system. 

 
October 9, 2007 DHEC placed the PSD Preliminary Determination and draft PSD 

Construction Permit No. 1040-0113-CA on public notice for a 60-day 
comment period by publication in the Florence Morning News, The Sun 
News, and The State newspapers.  A public hearing was also scheduled at 
this time to receive oral and written comments on the proposed plant and 
draft permit.  The public hearing was scheduled for Thursday, November 
8, 2007, in the gymnasium of Hannah-Pamplico High School located at 
2055 South Pamplico Highway in Pamplico, South Carolina.  Interested 
persons who were in attendance at the July 12, 2007, public informational 
meeting, those who have submitted written comments concerning the 
proposed project, and/or those who have requested to receive updates or 
be added to the mailing list were notified of the public notice, public 
comment period and public hearing.  All appropriate Federal and State 
Officials were notified as well. 

 
October 12, 2007  DHEC received letter dated October 3, 2007, from the US Department of 

Interior - Fish and Wildlife Service, Denver, CO, office with comments on 
the PSD application and the Air Quality Analysis. 

 
November 8, 2007 The public hearing was held in the gymnasium of the Hannah-Pamplico 

High School in Pamplico, South Carolina. 
 
November 27, 2007  In discussions with EPA, DHEC realized that the draft permit that was 

placed on public notice and made available for public comment contained 
incorrect mass emission limits (tons per day). The mass emission limits 
are more stringent and lower in the correct version of the draft permit.  

 
November 29, 2007  DHEC received a request from SELC to extend the public comment 

period due to difficulties accessing portions of information related to the 
permit application and review.  
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December 4, 2007  DHEC received a request from the Sierra Club to extend the public 
comment period due to difficulties accessing portions of information 
related to the permit application and review. 

 
December 7, 2007 DHEC issued a public comment period extension through close of 

business on January 22, 2008, for submittal of comments on the PSD 
permit for the proposed plant. The original draft permit documents from 
October 9, 2007, were corrected to specify the correct mass emission 
limits for the boilers. 

 
December 7, 2007  The original public comment period closes. However, all written 

comments will be accepted until completion of the extended comment 
period on January 22, 2008. 

 
Jan. 2007 - Present  DHEC has received comments by letter, email, and web response from 

over 2,000 individuals and groups, most questioning whether and when a 
permit should be issued with some indicating support for the project. 
These comments are addressed in the Final Determination. 

 
February 8, 2008 U.S. Court of Appeals vacated the CAMR regulation. 
 
June 30, 2008 Santee Cooper submitted to DHEC, a case-by-case 112(g) Maximum 

Achievable Control Technology (MACT) Application for the proposed 
Pee Dee Generating Station. 

 
July 2, 2008  DHEC requested by phone that Santee Cooper submit a copy of the 

spreadsheet containing calculations for all the facilities rather than just the 
examples included in the appendix of the application. 

 
July 8, 2008  DHEC forwarded a copy of Santee Cooper’s 112(g) application to EPA 

Region 4. 
 
July 15, 2008 DHEC received comments from Santee Cooper addressing draft PSD 

comments submitted to DHEC during the public comment period. 
 
July 16, 2008  DHEC received a Variability Analysis PDF file of the requested 

calculations for all facilities referenced in the application. 
 
July 22, 2008 DHEC held a Public Meeting (Question and Answer Session) in Pamplico, 

South Carolina to allow the general public to ask questions about this 
application.  DHEC personnel from the Bureau of Air Quality, Bureau of 
Disease Control, and the Bureau of Water were represented to answer 
questions.  A Santee Cooper representative was also present to answer 
questions. 
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July 30, 2008  DHEC received from Santee Cooper information on Santee Cooper Cross 
Generating Station Mercury emission analysis. 

 
August 5, 2008  Santee Cooper and Trinity Consultants conducted a phone/webinar 

meeting with DHEC to review the calculations contained in the 
application and subsequent Variability Analysis document. 

 
August 12, 2008  DHEC requested Santee Cooper submit several documents referenced in 

the application, in addition to responding to specific questions. 
 
August 13, 2008  DHEC received from Santee Cooper requested information about its 

review of case-by-case determinations at other facilities, details about 
Electro-Catalytic Oxidation technology and its review of other states’ 
limits. 

 
August 15, 2008  DHEC received from Santee Cooper information regarding similar sources 

and other requested documents. 
 
August 19, 2008  DHEC notified Santee Cooper by letter that the 112(g) application was 

deemed complete on this date. 
 
August 25, 2008  Santee Cooper and Trinity Consultants met with DHEC to further discuss 

the calculations and premises included in the application. 
 
September 4, 2008  DHEC requested by two separate emails to Santee Cooper additional 

information regarding the 112(g) application. 
 
September 9, 2008  Santee Cooper submitted by email responses to additional information 

requests. 
 
September 11, 2008  DHEC requested by email to Santee Cooper additional information 

regarding the 112(g) application. 
 
September 15, 2008  DHEC met with Santee Cooper to discuss various aspects of the 

application. 
 
September 15, 2008  Santee Cooper submitted by email responses to additional information 

requests. 
 
September 17, 2008  DHEC, Santee Cooper, Trinity Consultants held a conference call to 

discuss various aspects of the application. 
 
September 19, 2008  DHEC and Santee Cooper held a conference call to discuss various 

aspects of the application. 
 
September 23, 2008 DHEC placed the Notice of MACT Approval (NOMA) on public notice 
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for a 45-day comment period by publication in The Florence Morning 
News, The Sun News, and The State newspapers. A public hearing was 
also scheduled at this time to receive oral and written comments on 
NOMA. The public hearing was scheduled for October 23, 2008, in the 
gymnasium of Hannah-Pamplico High School located at 2055 South 
Pamplico Highway in Pamplico, South Carolina. Interested persons who 
were in attendance at the previous meetings and/or those who had 
requested to receive updates or be added to the mailing list were notified 
of the public notice, public comment period and public hearing. All 
required Federal and State officials were notified as well. The public 
comment period ends November 6, 2008. 

 
October 3, 2008 DHEC requested additional information from Santee Cooper regarding the 

112(g) review. 
 
October 23, 2008 A public hearing was held for the purpose of presenting information and 

receiving additional public comment regarding the proposed issuance of 
the NOMA for this project. 

 
October 29, 2008 SELC submitted an extension request to DHEC for submitting comments 

on the NOMA. 
 
October 29, 2008 DHEC granted SELC’s extension request until November 20, 2008 for 

submitting comments on the NOMA. 
 
November 5, 2008 Santee Cooper requested an extension until November 20, 2008 to submit 

comments on the NOMA. 
 
November 5, 2008 DHEC granted Santee Cooper’s extension request. 
 
November 6, 2008 Public comment period on the NOMA closed. 
 
November 20, 2008 DHEC received comments on the NOMA from SELC and Santee Cooper. 
 
November 20, 2008 DHEC received additional information from Santee Cooper on CO CEMS 

test data. 
 
November 25, 2008 DHEC requested additional information from Santee Cooper. 
 
December 1, 2008 DHEC received additional information from Santee Cooper addressing 

DHEC’s request of November 25, 2008. 
 
December 5, 2008 DHEC received two documents from Santee Cooper addressing legal 

issues raised by SELC and related to the recent Environmental Appeals 
Board decision on Deseret. 
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Sept. 2008 – present DHEC has received comments by letter, email, and web response from 
over 100 individuals and groups regarding the draft NOMA.  These 
comments are addressed in the Final Determination. 

 
December 16, 2008 DHEC issued a final Construction Permit No. 1040-0113-CA for the Pee 

Dee Generating Station. 
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Introduction 
 
The South Carolina Legislature granted the Department of Health and Environmental Control 
(the Agency)2 broad authority under the South Carolina Pollution Control Act (PCA), S.C. Code 
Ann. § 48-1-10 et seq., to promulgate rules and regulations and implement the PCA “to maintain 
reasonable standards of purity of the air and water resources of the State, consistent with the 
public health, safety and welfare of its citizens, maximum employment, the industrial 
development of the State, the propagation and protection of terrestrial and marine flora and 
fauna, and the protection of physical property and other resources.”3

 
The Agency’s Bureau of Air Quality (the Department)4 is responsible for implementing federal 
and state regulations applicable to air quality standards, including air permitting review.   
 
The EPA has granted the Department the authority to implement specific federal air regulations 
through EPA’s approval of the South Carolina’s State Implementation Plan (SIP) and Part 70 
Title V Operating Permit Program.5  These specific air regulations include, inter alia, the 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD),6 New Source Performance Standards (NSPS)7 
and National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP)8, including Section 
112(g) case-by-case Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT)9 programs.  The South 
Carolina Legislature has enacted state regulations encompassing these specific federal air 
regulations, in addition to, several state-specific regulations.  The Department reviewed the air 
permit applications for this project under its federally-approved and state authority implementing 
the existing federal and state regulatory framework applicable to this project. 
 
On May 31, 2006, Santee Cooper submitted a Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) 
construction permit application to the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental 
Control, Bureau of Air Quality (the Department10), to construct two new supercritical coal-fired 
boilers, each rated at a maximum heat input rate of 5,700 million British thermal units per hour 
(Btu/hr), and other supporting equipment to be located at the greenfield site of Pee Dee 
Generating Station near Kingsburg, and having an address of 2651 South Old River Road, 
Pamplico, South Carolina.  The two boilers will also be capable of firing up to 30% petcoke (as 
percent of total solid fuel weight by weight) as fuel, and burning fuel oil or natural gas during 
periods of startup and flame stabilization.  These boilers will be equipped with low nitrogen 
oxides (NOx) burners, two-level separated overfire air and selective catalytic reduction (SCR) 

 
2 For the purpose of this Final Determination and Final Notice of MACT Approval, “the Agency” means the 
Department of Health and Environmental Control in its entirety, unless otherwise specified. 
3 S.C. Code Ann. § 48-1-20 (2008). 
4 For the purpose of this Final Determination and Final Notice of MACT Approval, “the Department” means the 
Bureau of Air Quality, unless otherwise specified. 
5 Clean Air Act Final Full Approval of Operating Permits Program; State of South Carolina, 60 FR 32913 (June 26, 
1995). 
6 S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 7 (Supp. 2007). 
7 S.C. Regulation 61-62.60 (Supp. 2007).  
8 S.C. Regulation 61-62.63 (Supp. 2007).  
9 S.C. Regulation 61-62.63, Subpart B (Supp. 2007). 
10 For the purpose of this Final Determination and Final Notice of MACT Approval, “the Department” means the 
Bureau of Air Quality, unless otherwise specified. 
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controls for controlling NOx emissions.  They will also be equipped with flue gas desulfurization 
(wet limestone scrubbing) for controlling sulfur dioxide (SO2) and sulfuric acid (H2SO4) 
emissions, and fabric filter baghouses (original application specified electrostatic precipitators) 
for controlling particulate matter (PM) emissions.  Other equipment included in this project 
consists of a coal handling system (railcar shaker unloader, conveyors, storage pile, crusher 
tower, transfer tower, coal bunkers (six silos and one central dust collector in each of the two 
sets)), an ash handling system including two fly ash silos, two emergency generators, a fire 
pump, several storage tanks (fuel oil, lube oil, ammonia, and other chemicals), a limestone 
handling system (material transport, truck unloading, storage pile, conveyors, crusher, and silos), 
and a gypsum handling system (dewatering, conveyors to drops, storage piles, and truck 
loading).  The material handling systems will be equipped with fabric filter baghouses or water 
mist dust eliminators for controlling PM emissions where applicable. 
 
The PSD permit application was deemed complete as of July 25, 2006, upon receipt of the 
modeling analysis.  This facility is deemed a major source as defined by S.C. Regulation 61-
62.5, Standard No. 7 “Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD),” based on potential 
emissions from the requested processes exceeding the 100 tons per year (tpy) threshold for a 
listed PSD special category (fossil fuel boilers totaling more than 250 million British thermal 
units per hour heat input) for several pollutants.  Other pollutants that exceed the significant 
increase threshold as defined in Standard No. 7 are also subject to PSD review.  Pollutants 
subject to PSD review include particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5), 
particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), particulate matter (PM), sulfur 
dioxide (SO2), nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs), lead (Pb), fluorides, and sulfuric acid mist. A PSD review includes a Best Available 
Control Technology (BACT) analysis, an Ambient Air Impact Analysis, and a Class I Area 
Impact Analysis. 
 
In addition to the PSD requirements, this facility must comply with the New Source Performance 
Standards (NSPS), Subpart A “General Provisions,” Subpart Da “Standards Of Performance For 
Electric Utility Steam Generating Units For Which Construction Is Commenced After September 
18, 1978” for the primary boilers, Subpart Y “Standards Of Performance For Coal Preparation 
Plants” for portions of the coal handling operations, and Subpart OOO “Standards Of 
Performance For Nonmetallic Mineral Processing Plants” for portions of the limestone and 
gypsum handling systems, as well as the limestone crusher.  The facility must also comply with 
the Risk Management Program (Clean Air Act (CAA), Section 112(r)) for anhydrous ammonia 
storage tanks.  In addition, the new boilers will be subject to Acid Rain requirements specified in 
Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 72 “Permits Regulation,” Part 73 “Allowance 
System,” Part 75 “Continuous Emission Monitoring,” Part 76 “Acid Rain Nitrogen Oxides 
Emission Reduction Program,” and Part 96 “Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) Budget Trading Program.”  
Certain state regulations also apply to the proposed project, including S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, 
Standard No. 1 “Emissions from Fuel Burning Operations,” Standard No. 2 “Ambient Air 
Quality Standards,” Standard No. 4 “Emissions from Process Industries,” Standard No. 5.1 “Best 
Available Control Technology (BACT)/Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (“LAER”) Applicable 
to Volatile Organic Compounds,” Standard No. 5.2 “Control of Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx),” and 
Standard No. 7 “Prevention of Significant Deterioration.”  In addition, fugitive emissions will be 
subject to S.C. Regulation 61-62.6 “Control of Fugitive Particulate Matter.” 
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At the time of the draft PSD permit, the facility was subject to CAIR (Clean Air Interstate Rule) 
and CAMR (Clean Air Mercury Rule); however, those rules were subsequently vacated by a 
U.S. Court of Appeals.  The CAMR vacatur resulted in the facility becoming subject to 40 CFR 
63 and S.C. Regulation 61-62.63 (National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for 
Source Categories) for case-by-case MACT requirements. 
 
Subsequent to the public comment period and public hearing for the draft PSD permit and 
Preliminary Determination, the facility submitted an application for a case-by-case MACT 
determination for control of hazardous air pollutant (HAP) emissions from the proposed boilers.  
A Notice of MACT Approval (NOMA) was placed on public notice and an additional public 
comment period and hearing were held regarding the NOMA. 
 
Emission Rates 
 
Potential controlled emissions for the project pollutants exceeding the listed PSD thresholds and 
significance levels and MACT applicability thresholds are shown below in Table 1.  Based on 
these pollutant emissions, the project was subject to PSD review as well as a case-by-case 
MACT determination. 
 

Project Emission Rates (tpy)11

PSD Pollutants 

Pollutant 
Each 
Boiler 

Both 
Boilers 

Major Source 
Threshold/Significance 

Level 
Significant Increase? 

PM 449 898 25 Yes 
PM10 449 898 15 Yes 
SO2 2996 5992 40 No 
NOx 1748 3495 40 No 
CO 3745 7490 100 Yes 

VOC 60 120 40 Yes 
Lead 0.48 0.96 0.6 Yes 

Fluorides 8.51 17.0 3.0 Yes 

Sulfuric Acid Mist 125 250 7.0 No 

Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs)12  

Pollutant 
Each 
Boiler 

Both 
Boilers MACT Applicability  

Above Major Source 
Threshold? 

Mercury 0.023 0.046 ≥ 10 (single HAP) No 

Hydrogen chloride 68.1 136  ≥ 10  (single HAP) Yes 

Hydrogen fluoride 8.5 17 ≥ 10  (single HAP) Yes 

Total HAPs13 90.53 181.06 ≥ 25  (combined HAP) Yes 

                                                           
11 These are the emission rates used to determine applicability to the PSD and MACT regulations and do not 
represent the emission limits set following the Department’s permitting review. 
12 For a complete list of HAPs refer to Table 1 of the NOMA. 
13 The Total HAPs also include the individual HAPs not listed above. 



Permit Action 
 
On October 9, 2007, the Department issued a Preliminary Determination that stated the 
proposed equipment at the Santee Cooper Pee Dee Generating Station located in 
Pamplico, South Carolina, could be constructed if certain conditions were met.  Those 
conditions were set forth in draft PSD/NSPS Construction Permit No. 1020-0113-CA.  
The public comment period included a public hearing held on November 8, 2007, at 
Hannah-Pamplico High School located in Pamplico, South Carolina.  Subsequent to the 
draft PSD permit public hearing, a revised Preliminary Determination and revised draft 
PSD permit were issued and the public comment period was extended to January 22, 
2008.  A draft NOMA was placed on public notice from September 23, 2008 through 
November 6, 2008.  The public comment period included a public hearing held on 
October 23, 2008, at Hannah-Pamplico High School.  As a result of the public comment 
periods and public hearings, comments were received from over 2,000 individuals and 
groups.  All comments received during the public comment periods have been addressed 
below, with appropriate revisions made to the permit. 
 
On December 16, 2008, the Department made a Final Determination that the proposed 
boilers and supporting equipment at the Santee Cooper Pee Dee Generating Station could 
be approved and constructed, provided the emissions limitations and conditions outlined 
in Final Construction Permit No. 1020-0113-CA are met.  The Appendices of this Final 
Determination contains a copy of the final construction permit issued for this project.  All 
individuals who submitted written comments or requested to receive updates received 
notice of this Final Determination. 
 
 
Responses to Comments 
 
Responses to comments received regarding the draft PSD permit and the NOMA are 
provided in this Final Determination.  The public comment period for the draft PSD 
permit was from October 9, 2007, through January 22, 2008.  The pubic comment period 
for the NOMA was from September 23, 2008, through November 6, 2008.  While the 
NOMA comment period ended on November 6, 2008, the Department agreed to receive 
comments from Southern Environmental Law Center (SELC) and the organizations it 
represents, no later than November 20, 2008, because of a delay in getting requested 
documents to them for their review.  The Department also agreed to accept all comments 
from the applicant no later than November 20, 2008. 
 
Because of the numerous comments received and the range of topics covered, responses 
have been composed on a topical basis to minimize repetition. 
 
The comments received and the associated responses have in some cases resulted in 
changes to the draft PSD permit and NOMA.  The final permit incorporates those 
changes.  For a quick reference, those changes are detailed in the “Summary and 
Explanation of Changes from Original Draft PSD Permit and NOMA” Appendix of this 
Final Determination.   
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The comments received have not been repeated in this document in their entirety due to 
their volume.  Paraphrasing of the comments has been used in this document to express 
the topics contained in the comments.  The Department has made its best effort to review 
and consider each comment received.  A full listing of all comments received is available 
at http://www.scdhec.gov/environment/baq/SanteeCooper.aspx. 
 
A majority of comments centered around several primary topics as listed below.  
Responses for those topics have been grouped and provided based on the following 
categories: 
 

A. Need for Plant, Energy Efficiency, Conservation 
 B. Alternative Power Generation 
 C. Delay Permit Issuance Until Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Is  
  Complete 
 D. Best Available Control Technology (BACT) 
 E. Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 
 F. Modeling 

G. Impact of Oxides of Nitrogen Emissions on Early Action Compacts and 
Ozone Standard Attainment 

H. Greenhouse Gases (GHGs), Global Warming, Climate Change, Carbon 
Dioxide (CO2) 

 I. Mercury 
 J. Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) 
 K. Health and Environmental Impacts 
 L. Public Notice, Lack of Available Information 

M. Permit Review Timeframe 
 N. General Opposition to the Plant 

O. General Support for the Plant 
P. General Items Not Included in Previous Categories 
Q. Comments from Applicant  
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A. Category:  Need for Plant, Energy Efficiency, Conservation 
 
1. Concerns Raised in Public Comments 

 
a. Many members of the public commented that Santee Cooper has not 

established a need for the plant and should consider increasing energy 
efficiency and conservation instead of building a new plant; 

b. Some commented that the Department should follow the lead of other states, 
such as Florida, North Carolina, and Kansas, that have denied permits for 
similar projects; 

c. A group stated that the Department should separate the two units in the permit 
and require that a full and revised BACT and MACT analysis be conducted 
and re-noticed for public comment prior to granting a final permit for the 
second unit; 

d. Some commented that Santee Cooper is attempting to lock in permits for the 
plant before more stringent regulations are implemented for mercury or 
greenhouse gases; 

e. Several commenters suggested net metering and energy efficiency loans 
programs; 

 
2. Regulatory Background 
 
In South Carolina, the Public Service Commission (PSC) reviews and approves or denies 
power generation recommendations from most utilities.  Santee Cooper is a state-owned 
utility and has a separate Board of Directors that reviews and approves or denies Santee 
Cooper’s recommended generation plan.  This Board of Directors is appointed by the 
Governor and confirmed by the Senate. Review of utility generation plans is outside of 
the Department’s authority and scope of review, and therefore generation plans are not a 
factor in the Department’s air quality permitting decisions. 
 
3. Responses to Comments 

 
a. Santee Cooper has not demonstrated a need for the Pee Dee plant and should 

consider increasing energy efficiency and conservation instead of building a 
new plant. 
 
Review of utility generation plans is outside of the Department’s authority and 
scope of review.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has hired an independent 
consulting firm that specializes in load forecasting to review Santee Cooper’s 
latest generation plan as part of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
alternatives analysis process. The South Carolina Coastal Conservation 
League is conducting a separate study. The generation plan includes Santee 
Cooper’s plans for renewable energy, energy conservation, and energy 
efficiency. These independent analyses will be used to help the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers develop its alternatives analysis for the EIS.  If the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers determines the power plant is not needed, the 
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Department’s air permit for the plant can be modified or voided. 
 

b. The Department should follow the lead of Florida, North Carolina, and 
Kansas. 

 
The Florida Department of the Environment (DEP) Secretary denied a 
Certification for Seminole Electric Cooperative on August 17, 2007, to 
construct a 750 Megawatt (MW) coal-fired unit at its existing Palatka 
Generating Station under the authority of the Florida Electrical Power Plant 
Siting Act (PPSA).14  The PPSA is a centralized licensing process 
encompassing the permitting, land use and zoning, and property interests of 
all state, regional, and local agencies which have jurisdiction over an area 
where an electrical power plant is or potentially will be located in the state of 
Florida. South Carolina does not have an equivalent statute in place.  In July 
2008, the Florida DEP reversed its certification decision and issued a final 
PSD permit to Seminole Electric Cooperative on September 3, 2008.  Need 
determinations in Florida are made by the Florida Public Service Commission, 
not the Florida DEP.15

 
Duke Energy submitted a PSD permit application for two 800 MW coal-fired 
power generating units at its Cliffside Generating Station on December 21, 
2005. The North Carolina Utilities Commission granted Duke Energy a 
Certification of Convenience and Necessity for only one unit. Therefore, Duke 
Energy amended its PSD construction permit application on March 7, 2007, to 
include the construction of one 800 MW unit instead of two units.  The 
decision to deny the second unit was not made by the environmental 
permitting agency.  The North Carolina Department of the Environment and 
Natural Resources (DENR) issued a final PSD permit for one 800 MW coal-
fired power plant on January 29, 2008. 
 
The Secretary of the Kansas Department of Health and Environment denied a 
PSD permit for two 700 MW coal-fired units for Sunflower Electric Power 
Corporation in October 2007 due to concerns about greenhouse gas emissions.  
This decision was appealed by the power utility and is still in litigation.  The 
courts have not yet made a decision as to whether the Secretary had this 
authority.  See more information on CO2 and other greenhouse gas emissions 
in Response Category “H” of this document. 
 

c. Issue separate permits for the two units and require that a full and revised PSD 
and MACT analysis, including a BACT analysis and MACT permit limits, be 
conducted and re-noticed for public comment prior to granting a final permit 
for the second unit. 
 
Multiple emissions units are allowed to be permitted under one PSD or 

                                                           
14 The Power Plant Siting Act (PPSA), ss. 403.501-.518, F.S. 
15 http://www.dep.state.fl.us/siting/Information/faqs.htm (Question 7). 
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MACT permit.  In accordance with S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, Standard 7, 
Section (r)(2), approval to construct shall become invalid if construction is not 
commenced within 18 months after receipt of such approval, if construction is 
discontinued for a period of 18 months or more, or if construction is not 
completed within a reasonable time.  The Department may also extend the 18-
month period upon a satisfactory showing that an extension is justified. A 
condition of the permit specifies when the BACT analysis may need to be re-
evaluated. If a new BACT analysis is conducted, the Department will require 
public notice.  A BACT reevaluation may result in more stringent emissions 
limits for HAP emissions.   
 

d. Santee Cooper attempting to lock in permits before more stringent regulations 
become effective. 
 
The Department is required to review all permit applications it receives and 
must evaluate the application based on regulations in place at the time of the 
review.  The Department has included conditions in the air permit that 
requires Santee Cooper to comply with any new regulations for mercury or 
greenhouse gas emissions that become applicable to the plant in the future.  
The 112(g) emissions limits are intended to be interim limits until the EPA 
sets a new national MACT standard for electric utility generating units. The 
facility will have to comply with both emission limitations. 
 

e. Several commenters suggested net metering and energy efficiency loan 
programs. 
 
South Carolina adopted H. 3395 in the 2007-2008 legislative session which 
requires the South Carolina Energy Office and the Office of Regulatory Staff 
to recommend processes and procedures for establishing net metering 
programs at all distribution electric utilities in the state.  Santee Cooper began 
a pilot net billing program in October 2007 and also has an energy efficiency 
loan program. 
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B. Category:  Alternative Power Generation 
 
1. Concerns Raised in Public Comments 
 

a. Many individuals and organizations commented that Santee Cooper should 
use other power generating alternatives such as wind, solar, and nuclear power 
instead of using coal because these alternative power generation methods 
produce no (or less) air emissions. 

 
2. Regulatory Background 

 
CAA § 165(a)(2) states that a facility can not be constructed unless the proposed permit 
has been subject to a review in accordance with this section of the Act, the required 
analysis has been conducted in accordance with the PSD regulations, and a public hearing 
has been conducted giving interested parties the opportunity to submit written or oral 
comments on the air quality impacts, alternatives, control technology requirements, and 
other appropriate considerations.  The Department conducted a public hearing on the 
draft PSD permit on November 8, 2007.  Many interested parties submitted written and 
oral comments on the air quality impact, alternatives, control technology requirements 
and many other concerns.  The Department reviewed and considered all comments made 
in making its Final Determination. 
 
In accordance with Section 48-1-100(A) of South Carolina Pollution Control Act, the 
Department must issue a permit if an applicant submits an application that meets all 
applicable standards. 

 
3. Response to Comments 

 
a. Many individuals and organizations commented that Santee Cooper should 

use other power generating alternatives such as wind, solar, and nuclear power 
instead of using coal because these alternative power generation methods 
produce no (or less) air emissions. 
 
The Department is required to review the application submitted by the 
applicant to determine if it meets the air quality standards currently in place. 
 
The Department is working closely with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers as 
a Coordinating Agency in the federal EIS process.  The U. S. Army Corps of 
Engineers has conducted a Level I preliminary alternative analysis for 17 
alternative energy sources.16  Based on this preliminary analysis presented to 
the Coordinating Agencies on September 10, 2008, wind, solar, and nuclear 
power have been eliminated as sole or combined (with other fuels) baseload 
energy sources as summarized below: 
 
Onshore Wind:  Class 4 winds or higher (wind speeds greater than 15.7 miles 

                                                           
16 http://www.peedeepowereis.com/default.aspx. 
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per hour) are needed to provide utility scale production. Due to the lack of 
Class 4 winds in South Carolina, this alternative was eliminated. 
 
Offshore Wind:  Class 4 winds or higher are available offshore; however these 
winds are only expected to generate power about 25 – 40% of the year. 
 
Solar:  This is an intermittent source of energy.  Battery storage is not yet 
effective in holding enough power to make it a baseload power source. 
 
Nuclear:  The proposed Pee Dee site was evaluated.  Due to timing to obtain 
the permitting and licensing required from various agencies, this alternative 
was eliminated.  The estimated timeframe to obtain the necessary permits and 
licenses and complete construction is 10 to 15 years. 
 
Other alternative energy sources considered thus far by the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers include hydroelectric, geothermal, tires, forest biomass, 
agricultural residue and dedicated energy crops, landfill gas, municipal solid 
waste (MSW), digester gas, ethanol, biodiesel, tidal, natural gas, and fuel oil.  
Biomass (combined with other fuel), natural gas and other coal technologies 
are being further evaluated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 
 
If the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers determines that an alternative power 
generating source be used instead of coal (or in combination with coal) in the 
final EIS, the Department will reevaluate its air permit to determine if changes 
are needed to the permit. 
 
For more information on Santee Cooper’s current efforts to generate 
electricity by renewable resources such as solar, wind, and landfill gas, visit 
http://www.scgreenpower.com/portal/page/portal/SCGreenpower.  Additional 
information about Santee Cooper’s nuclear power generation can be found at 
http://www.SanteeCooper.com. 
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C. Category:  Delay Permit Issuance Until Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) Is Complete 

 
1. Concerns Raised in Public Comments 

 
Many members of the public commented that the Department should wait for the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to complete the federal EIS before making an air 
permit decision for the following reasons: 

 
a. Waiting could avoid constraining possible alternatives such as IGCC. 
b. The EIS could provide information relevant to the permitting process. 
c. Department should fully address all environmental impacts (air, water, and 

land) of the project. 
d. Department should coordinate the PSD and MACT permitting process with 

the federal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. 
e. Department should refrain from issuing a final permit until the NEPA process 

concludes or must conduct an independent analysis that is fundamentally 
equivalent to NEPA. 

 
2. Regulatory Background 
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is responsible for the preparation of the EIS, and for 
approval of permits under its authority from section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 
1899 (33 U.S.C. 403) and section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344).  While 
the EIS is required for the wetlands permit, it is not required for the issuance of a PSD or 
MACT construction permit.  The Department’s Environmental Protection Fees 
regulation17 establishes time schedules for timely action on permit applications for PSD 
construction permits and National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAP) construction permits.  Therefore, the Department may not hold a permit 
application indefinitely when a facility has submitted all the required information and the 
Department has reviewed such information and complied with the regulatory 
requirements for public participation. In accordance with Section 48-1-100(A) of South 
Carolina Pollution Control Act, the Department must issue a permit if an applicant 
submits an application that meets all applicable Department standards.18

 
3. Responses to Comments 

 
a. Alternatives. 

 
The Department considered alternative boiler designs, such as IGCC, and 
control technologies in its permit review process.  With regard to IGCC, the 
Department requested Santee Cooper submit an analysis and information 
regarding this technology.19  After reviewing this information and other 

                                                           
17 S.C. Regulation 61-30, H. Time Schedules (Supp. 2007). 
18 S.C. Code Ann. § 48-1-100(A) (2008).  
19 Santee Cooper Supplemental Submission and Technology Alternatives to and BACT Analyses for the 
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available information, the Department came to the same conclusion as the 
EPA and most other states that this technology is a redefinition of the 
project20 and did not require Santee Cooper to totally redesign its boilers.  See 
more information on IGCC in Response Categories “D” and “J” of this 
document. 
 

b. Information relative to the permitting process. 
 
The PSD permitting process addresses the air quality impacts of air pollutants 
regulated by the PSD program.  The MACT permitting process requires the 
application of emission limitations to reduce the impact of HAPs.  These 
permitting processes also ensure that all state and federal air quality regulatory 
requirements will be met.  One commenter stated that information such as 
energy, environmental, and economic impacts gathered from the EIS is 
directly relevant to the PSD analysis.  Under the PSD program, these impacts 
are only required to be considered when a less stringent control technology 
alternative is compared to a more effective control technology alternative.21  
For example, if a facility was planning to install a low efficiency cyclone to 
control particulate matter emissions, the facility would be required to consider 
the energy, environmental, and economic impacts of installing a high 
efficiency fabric baghouse.  An EIS is not required prior to the issuance of an 
air permit.  The Department had all necessary information to complete the 
processing of this air permit. 
 

c. Fully address all environmental impacts of the project. 
 
The Department has the authority to review the air quality impacts of air 
pollutants regulated by the PSD and MACT programs.  The Department’s 
Bureau of Water has the authority to review the water quality impacts and the 
Department’s Bureau of Land and Waste Management has the authority to 
review the impacts on land.  The Department has the authority to modify the 
conditions of the air permit if necessary to minimize any significant impacts 
identified by the final EIS. 
 

d. Coordinate the PSD process with the NEPA process. 
 
The Department currently serves as a Coordinating Agency for the EIS and 
has attended an agency scoping meeting, an agency coordination meeting, and 
several public scoping meetings, and has provided air quality information to 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers upon request regarding this project. The 
Department’s Environmental Protection Fees regulation22 establishes a time 

                                                                                                                                                                             
Proposed Pee Dee Facility, April 18, 2007. 
20 EPA NSR Workshop Manual, page B.13, Letter from Stephen D. Page, Director of EPA Air Quality, 
Planning and Standards, to Paul Plath of E3 Consulting, LLC (December 13, 2005). 
21 EPA NSR Workshop Manual, page B.8. 
22 S.C. Regulation 61-30, H. Time Schedules (Supp. 2007). 
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schedule for timely action on permit applications for PSD construction 
permits and National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAP) construction permits.  Therefore, the Department may not hold a 
permit application indefinitely when a facility has submitted all the required 
information and the Department has reviewed such information.  The 
Department will continue to work with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
until the final EIS is issued. 
 

e. Refrain from final decision until NEPA process concludes or equivalent 
independent analysis is conducted. 

 
At this time, it is uncertain when the NEPA process will conclude.  Neither an 
EIS nor any other independent analysis is required prior to issuance of a PSD 
or MACT permit. 
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D. Category:  Best Available Control Technology (BACT) 
 
Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle (IGCC) 
 
1. Comments Raised in Public Comments 
 

a. IGCC is both a “production process” and an “innovative fuel combustion 
technique and should be considered in the BACT analysis; 

b. IGCC is “fuel cleaning” and should be considered in the BACT analysis; 
c. IGCC does not redefine the source; 
d. A top-down BACT analysis should be conducted for IGCC; 
e. Even if federal law does not require evaluation of IGCC, South Carolina has 

the discretion to require its consideration and should require Santee Cooper to 
consider IGCC; 

f. Other states have recognized that IGCC must be considered; 
g. IGCC is 25-40% more efficient than the technology Santee Cooper plans to 

install. 
 
2. Regulatory Background 
 
S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 7 (Supp. 2007) define the best available control 
technology (BACT) as “an emissions limitation (including a visible emission standard) 
based on the maximum degree of reduction for each regulated NSR pollutant which 
would be emitted from any proposed major stationary source or major modification 
which the Department, on a case-by-case basis, taking into account energy, 
environmental, and economic impacts and other costs, determines is achievable for such 
source or modification through application of production processes or available methods, 
systems, and techniques, including fuel cleaning or treatment or innovative fuel 
combustion techniques for control of such pollutant.  In no event shall application of best 
available control technology result in emissions of any pollutant which would exceed the 
emissions allowed by any applicable standard under 40 CFR 60 and 61. If the 
Department determines that technological or economic limitations on the application of 
measurement methodology to a particular emissions unit would make the imposition of 
an emissions standard infeasible, a design, equipment, work practice, operational 
standard, or combination thereof, may be prescribed instead to satisfy the requirement for 
the application of best available control technology.  Such standard shall, to the degree 
possible, set forth the emissions reduction achievable by implementation of such design, 
equipment, work practice or operation, and shall provide for compliance by means which 
achieve equivalent results.” (emphasis added). 
 
The Department determined in its Preliminary Determination23 that IGCC was a 
redefinition of the proposed major stationary source.  The EPA has a long-standing 
position on redefinition of a source.  In a December 13, 2005, letter24, the EPA 
                                                           
23 DHEC Bureau of Air Quality Preliminary Determination for Santee Cooper (Pee Dee Generating 
Station), October 9, 2007. 
24 EPA letter from Stephen D. Page, Director of EPA Air Quality, Planning and Standards, to Paul Plath of 
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determined that “applying the IGCC technology would fundamentally change the scope 
of the project and redefine the basic design of the proposed source.”  The EPA concluded 
that “where an applicant proposed to construct a SCPC25 unit, we believe the IGCC 
process would redefine the basic design of the source being proposed.”  The EPA 
determined that “for such a facility, we would not include IGCC in the list of potentially 
applicable control options that is compiled in the first step of a top-down BACT analysis.  
Instead, we believe that an IGCC facility is an alternative to an SCPC facility and 
therefore it is most appropriately considered under Section 165(a)(2) of the CAA rather 
than Section 165(a)(4).”  This letter 26 is consistent with the EPA’s 1990 BACT 
guidance27 that applicants and state permitting authorities regularly use to conduct BACT 
analyses and determinations.  The EPA’s NSR Workshop manual states, 
 

“Historically, EPA has not considered the BACT requirements as a means to 
redefine the design of the source when considering available control alternatives.  
For example, applicants proposing to construct a coal-fired electric generator have 
not been required by EPA as part of a BACT analysis to consider building a 
natural gas-fired electric turbine although the turbine may be inherently less 
polluting per unit product (in this case electricity).  However, this is an aspect of 
the PSD permitting process in which states have the discretion to engage in a 
broader analysis if they so desire.  Thus a gas turbine normally would not be 
included in the list of control alternatives for a coal-fired boiler.”28

 
The Environmental Appeals Board (EAB) has also recognized and upheld the EPA’s 
long-standing position on redefining the source several times.29  This position has also 
been applied by the courts.  For example, the Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals affirmed 
a decision of the EAB in Prairie State Generating Company in which the EAB reiterated 
and applied the EPA’s policy against redefining a source.30  The EAB had determined 
that it was consistent with the EPA’s historical policy and the CAA for the permitting 
authority to eliminate a control alternative from the BACT analysis on the basis that the 
alternative would require the permit applicant to reconfigure the propose plant, and thus, 
redefine the source.31  The Seventh Circuit analysis affirmed the EAB’s 
acknowledgement and application of EPA’s policy of limiting the BACT analysis to 
technologies that do not redefine the source. 

                                                                                                                                                                             
E3 Consulting, LLC (Dec. 13, 2005) 
25 SCPC means supercritical pulverized coal 
26 On September 25, 2006, the EPA entered into a Settlement Agreement with the Petitioners that filed 
legal action challenging the IGCC memo.  The Settlement Agreement clarified that the IGCC policy is not 
a final agency action and creates no rights, duties, obligations, nor any other legally binding effects on 
EPA, the states, tribes, and any regulated entity, or any persons” and did not render the memo null.  
Therefore, a permitting authority has the discretion to apply the EPA policy memo in permitting decisions. 
N.R.D.C. v. EPA, No. 06-1059 (consolidated with Nos. 06-1062 and 06-1063)(D.C. Cir), Settlement 
Agreement (September 25, 2006)  
27 EPA NSR Workshop Manual 
28 EPA NSR Workshop Manual, p B.13 
29 In re SEI Birchwood Inc., 5 E.A.D. 24 (EAB); Old Dominion Elec. Coop., 3 E.A.D. 779 (EAB 1992); 
Hawaiian Commercial & Sugar Co., 4 E.A.D. 95, 100 n.9 (EAB 1992) 
30 Sierra Club v. EPA, 499 F .3d 653 (7th Cir. 2007) 
31 In re Prairie State Generating Co., PSD Appeal No. 05-05, slip op.28-30 (EAB Aug. 24, 2006) 
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On August 30, 2007, the EPA Administrator Stephen L. Johnson issued an order in 
response to a petition to EPA asking that the agency object to the Title V permit issued 
by the State of Kentucky to East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for the Spurlock 
Generating Station.  With respect to BACT for the proposed Spurlock Unit 4, the 
petitioners argued that “[a] BACT analysis for a coal fired power plant must include 
consideration” of IGCC and that IGCC should not be considered to redefine the source.  
In rejecting the petitioner’s arguments, the EPA reiterated that its policy against 
redefining the source through the BACT analysis is supported by a permissible and 
reasonable interpretation of the CAA.32

 
Before the Department determined that IGCC was a redefinition of the source in its 
Preliminary Determination, the Department used its discretion and required Santee 
Cooper to conduct and submit an analysis on IGCC technology.  Santee Cooper 
submitted an analysis on IGCC on April 18, 2007.33  Santee Cooper also submitted 
additional information on IGCC on January 22, 200834 and July 15, 2008.35  The 
Department also reviewed the information received from a group on March 19, 2007.36  
The Department reviewed and considered all information provided on IGCC technology 
in its BACT analysis and determined IGCC was not BACT. 
 
3. Response to Comments 

 
a. IGCC is both a “production process” and an “innovative fuel combustion 

technique and should be considered in the BACT analysis. 
 

The Department considered IGCC in its BACT analysis and concluded IGCC 
was not BACT. 

 
b. IGCC is “fuel cleaning” and should be considered in the BACT analysis. 
 
 The Department considered IGCC in its BACT analysis and concluded IGCC 

was not BACT. 
 
c. IGCC does not redefine the source. 

 
The Department agrees with the EPA, the EAB, and courts (as outlined in the 
Regulatory Background above) that have determined that IGCC is a redefinition 

                                                           
32 Sierra Club v. EPA, 499 F .3d 653 (7th Cir. 2007). 
33 Santee Cooper Supplemental Submission on Technology Alternatives to and BACT Analysis for the 
Proposed Pee Dee Facility, April 18, 2007. 
34 Santee Cooper Comments on Draft PSD Permit for Proposed Pee Dee Facility, January 22, 2008. 
35 Santee Cooper Response to Pee Dee Generating Station Public Comments, July 15, 2008. 
36 Comments of the Southern Environmental Law Center, Environmental Defense, Responsible Economic 
Development, the South Carolina Chapter of the Sierra Club, the Sierra Club – Pee Dee Group, the Sierra 
Club – Winyah Group, the South Carolina Coastal Conservation League, and Southern Alliance for Clean 
Energy on Santee Cooper’s Prevention of Significant Deterioration Permit Application for Pee Dee Units, 
March 15, 2007. 
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of the source. 
 

d. A top-down BACT analysis should be conducted for IGCC. 
 

Santee Cooper conducted a top-down BACT analysis37 and eliminated IGCC 
in Step 1 (Identify all control technologies), Step 2 (Eliminate Technically 
Infeasible Options), and Step 4 (Evaluate most effective controls and 
document results).38

 
e. Even if federal law does not require evaluation of IGCC, South Carolina has 

the discretion to require its consideration and should require Santee Cooper to 
consider IGCC. 

 
The Department used its discretion and required Santee Cooper to consider 
IGCC. 

 
f. Other states have recognized that IGCC must be considered. 

 
A group commented that several states have recognized that IGCC must be 
considered in the BACT analysis.  Their comment document mentions three 
states (Illinois, New Mexico, and Michigan) that have required applicants to 
conduct a BACT analysis for IGCC.  One state the group mentioned was 
Kentucky that issued a permit for a pulverized coal unit and a hearing officer 
overturned the decision in part on the failure of the state to consider IGCC in 
the BACT analysis.39  The commenter also mentioned that one organization 
that represents eight northeastern states issued a letter that IGCC must be 
considered in a BACT analysis.40  On January 20, 2008, Santee Cooper 
provided a list of 20 projects in which the state permitting authority, including 
Kentucky and Illinois, considered IGCC in their BACT analysis and 
eliminated IGCC as BACT in Step 1, Step 2, or Step 4 of the top-down BACT 
analysis.41

 
Santee Cooper conducted a top-down BACT analysis42 for the Pee Dee 
project and eliminated IGCC as BACT in Step 1, Step 2, and Step 4. 

 
                                                           
37 Santee Cooper Supplemental Submission on Technology Alternatives to and BACT Analysis for the 
Proposed Pee Dee Facility, April 18, 2007; Santee Cooper Comments on Draft PSD Permit for Proposed 
Pee Dee Facility, January 22, 2008; Santee Cooper Response to Pee Dee Generating Station Public 
Comments, July 15, 2008. 
38 EPA NSR Workshop Manual, p. B.2 – B.6. 
39 Hearing Officer’s Report and Recommended Secretary’s Order, Sierra Club v. Environmental & Pub. 
Prot. Cabinet, File Nos. DAQ-26003-037 & DAQ-26048-037, at 176 413 & 414 (Ky. Envtl. & Pub. Prot. 
Cabinet August 9, 2005). 
40 Letter from Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management (NESCAUM) to Texas Commission 
of Environmental Quality re Application of Sandy Creek Energy Associates (Dec. 5, 2005). 
41 Santee Cooper Comments on Draft PSD Permit for Proposed Pee Dee Facility, January 22, 2008, Table I 
42 In re SEI Birchwood Inc., 5 E.A.D. 24 (EAB); Old Dominion Elec. Coop., 3 E.A.D. 779 (EAB 1992); 
Hawaiian Commercial & Sugar Co., 4 E.A.D. 95, 100 n.9 (EAB 1992). 
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In Step 1, all demonstrated and potentially applicable control technology 
alternatives to that may have “practical potential application” to the proposed 
source are identified.  Consistent with the EPA’s long-standing policy, EAB 
and court rulings on redefining the source, IGCC could be eliminated. 

 
In Step 2, all control options that are technically infeasible are eliminated.  
Due to the lower reliability and availability of IGCC, it was eliminated.  
Santee Cooper expects its supercritical pulverized units to have an average 
availability of about 93%.43  None of the four operating IGCC plants have 
ever achieved their design goals of 85% availability.  The availability of these 
units range from 60 to 82%.44  Santee Cooper also provided a list of eighteen 
IGCC projects that have been suspended indefinitely or cancelled.45

 
IGCC was eliminated as BACT in Step 4 due to cost. Santee Cooper estimates 
that the cost of IGCC technology is 53% higher than a supercritical pulverized 
unit.46  Santee Cooper also notes that the four IGCC units currently in 
operation have been built with the assistance of government subsidies. 

 
g. IGCC is 25-40% more efficient than the technology Santee Cooper plans to 

install 
 

A commenter stated that IGCC was 25-40% more efficient than the 
technology Santee Cooper plans to install.  According to a report by the 
EPA47 IGCC technology has an expected efficiency of almost 42%.  Santee 
Cooper expects the efficiency of the supercritical pulverized coal unit to be 
about 39%.48  The efficiency of an IGCC unit is comparable to a supercritical 
pulverized coal unit.49

 
 
PM/PM10 BACT 
 
1. Concerns Raised in Public Comments 
 

a. Limits for both PM and PM10 stated as being the same at 0.015 lb/million Btu 
compared to two other permits having lower limits; 

b. Use of performance tests on existing boilers justify lower PM/PM10 emission 
limits. 

                                                           
43 Volume I of the Pee Dee Permit Application at 5-6. 
44 Santee Cooper Comments on Draft PSD Permit for Proposed Pee Dee Facility, January 22, 2008, Santee 
Cooper Comments on Draft PSD Permit for Proposed Pee Dee Facility, January 22, 2008, 14. 
45 Santee Cooper Comments on Draft PSD Permit for Proposed Pee Dee Facility, January 22, 2008,Table II 
46 Santee Cooper Response to Pee Dee Generating Station Public Comments, July 15, 2008, 34. 
47 Final Report – Environmental Footprints and Costs of Coal-based Integrated Gasification Combined 
Cycle and Pulverized Coal Technologies (EPA Report-430/R-06/006, July 2006). 
48 Santee Cooper Response to Pee Dee Generating Station Public Comments, July 15, 2008, Appendix S. 
49 Final Report – Environmental Footprints and Costs of Coal-based Integrated Gasification Combined 
Cycle and Pulverized Coal Technologies (EPA Report-430/R-06/006, July 2006). 
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2. Background 
 
For better understanding of the Department’s response to comments on PM and PM10 
BACT for the proposed pulverized coal boilers, here are the BACT limits in the final 
PSD permit for the Pee Dee boilers (with “total” meaning filterable plus condensable): 
 
 PM (total)   0.018 lb/million Btu 
 PM (filterable)  0.015 lb/million Btu 
 PM10 (total)   0.018 lb/million Btu 
 PM10 (filterable)  0.012 lb/million Btu 
 
These final PSD permit limits are the same as in the draft PSD permit. 
 
Also for better understanding it is important to recognize that, subsequent to the issuance 
of the draft PSD permit, Santee Cooper proposed fabric filtration instead of electrostatic 
precipitation as the primary method for controlling particulate matter emissions from the 
pulverized coal boilers.50  Although the Department is not revising BACT emissions 
limits as a result of this control method change, the Department considers fabric filtration 
as a means of providing greater assurance for complying with particulate matter 
emissions limits under a range of operating conditions and for a range of particle sizes 
including PM2.5. 
 
3. Response to Comments 
 

a. One commenter referred to the filterable limits in the draft PSD permit as 
0.015 lb/million Btu for both PM and PM10 without noting that the filterable 
PM10 limit in the draft Pee Dee permit was actually 0.012 lb/million Btu.  This 
commenter then went on to cite two other permits with filterable PM limits of 
0.013 lb/million Btu and three other permits with filterable PM10 limits of 
0.012 lb/million Btu. 

 
The Department has three responses to this comment.  (i) The permits cited by 
the commenter are for western subbituminous coal projects that the 
Department considers dissimilar to the Pee Dee project.  (ii) While the 
filterable PM limit cited by the commenter is somewhat lower than the 
filterable PM limit for the Pee Dee boilers, the filterable PM10 limit cited by 
the commenter is the same as in the final (and draft) Pee Dee permit.  
Moreover, with the switch from electrostatic precipitation to fabric filtration 
as the primary particulate control method for the boilers, PM emissions from 
the Pee Dee boilers are expected to be almost entirely in the PM10 size 
range.51  Therefore, the PM10 emission limits are the most directly applicable 

                                                           
50 Santee Cooper Case-by-Case MACT Permit Application Proposed Pee Dee Coal-Fired Facility, June 30, 
2008, 2; Santee Cooper Response to Public Comments on the Draft PSD Permit for Pee Dee Generating 
Station, July 15, 2008, 13. 
51 Santee Cooper Response to Public Comments on the Draft PSD Permit for Pee Dee Generating Station, 
July 15, 2008, 13-14. 
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limits.  (iii) As in the draft permit, the final permit for the Pee Dee boilers 
includes total (filterable plus condensable) PM and PM10 limits as well as PM 
and PM10 limits for filterable particles only.  Having dual limits provides an 
added measure of control. 
 
As part of its BACT assessment when preparing the draft PSD permit, the 
Department reviewed the PSD permit BACT limits for other recently 
permitted bituminous coal-fired pulverized coal electric utility boilers.  The 
results of this review are presented in the Preliminary Determination for the 
Pee Dee project.  The Department has followed up on this review by 
considering two PSD permits issued for bituminous coal-fired electric utility 
boilers since the issuance of the draft PSD permit for the Pee Dee project.  
Particulate matter BACT limits found as part of this follow-up review for two 
recently permitted similar projects are as follows: 
 

Project PM BACT Emissions Limits 
Duke Energy Cliffside Unit 6 

(North Carolina; issued 1/29/08) 
PM10 (filterable) - 0.012 lb/million Btu 

PM10 (filterable + condensable) - 0.018 lb/million Btu 
Seminole Electric Palatka Unit 3 

(Florida; issued 9/3/08) 
PM/PM10 (filterable) - 0.013 lb/million Btu 

 
The final Pee Dee emissions limits are equal to or more stringent than the 
limits in these two recent permits for similar facilities. 

 
b. One commenter stated that performance tests on existing coal-fired electric 

utility boilers can be used to justify lower PM/PM10 emissions limits.  This 
commenter provided the results of numerous stack tests for coal-fired boilers 
in Florida and additional data for boilers at generating stations in Georgia. 

 
The Department reviewed these stack test data as part of its Final 
Determination for the Pee Dee PSD permit.  The data provided by the 
commenter does not include other significant information characterizing the 
type of coal burned, the type of controls employed, and combustion 
characteristics.  For PM and PM10 in particular, the tests results are 
comparable only if the same operating configuration is being measured.  In 
addition, the referenced Florida data covers about a 15-year span of time 
(1990-2004), but comprises very few multiple tests for the same unit.  
Variability and range of results by unit are generally not included.  BACT 
limits cannot be established exactly at the lowest level measured (a single 
source test) since unit operation and test results will vary over time.  BACT 
limits must allow for those fluctuations and be established based on levels that 
can be achieved under worst operating conditions.52

 
Further with regard to actual stack tests, the Department has reviewed test 
results for Santee Cooper’s Cross Generating Station, which is the Santee 

                                                           
52 For example, worst operating conditions should reflect fuel variability, such as highest ash or sulfur 
content. 
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Cooper facility with the most recently installed boilers.  Source tests 
conducted on Unit 3 during January 2007 showed PM filterable emissions of 
0.006 lb/million Btu and PM10 total emissions of 0.012 lb/million Btu.53  
Subsequent source tests conducted on that same unit during January 2008 
showed 0.0099 lb/million Btu for PM filterable emissions.54  Source tests 
conducted on Unit 4 during July 2008 showed PM filterable emissions of 
0.007 lb/million Btu and PM10 total emissions of 0.018 lb/million Btu.55  The 
differences in these results underscores the need to set continuously 
achievable BACT limits that can accommodate reasonable variability to allow 
for worst-case operating conditions. 

 
4. Summary 
 
The Department considers the PM10 and PM limits (both filterable and total limits) in the 
final PSD permit to be appropriate final BACT limits for the two pulverized coal boilers. 
 
 
SO2 BACT 
 
1. Concerns Raised in Public Comments 
 
 a. Fuel restriction. 
 

i. Boiler fuel can be restricted to use of low sulfur coal; 
ii. Eliminate use of petcoke as supplemental fuel or establish separate SO2 

limit when petcoke is not burned. 
 
 b. Lower emissions with planned fuel type and control method; 
 
  i. Limit does not reflect maximum degree of reduction considering control 

technology variations and monitoring data from existing boilers; 
  ii. Monitoring data covering 18 months at an existing unit burning eastern 

bituminous coal showed emissions lower than the proposed BACT limit. 
 
2. Background 
 
The final SO2 BACT requirement in the PSD permit for the Pee Dee boilers is the use of 
wet FGD to achieve an emissions limit of 0.12 lb/million Btu (30-day average).  The final 
PSD permit BACT limit is the same as in the draft PSD permit.  In addition to the 30-day 
BACT limit for SO2, there are additional SO2 emissions limits, based on other state and 
federal air quality requirements, on a lb/million Btu 24-hour basis, on a tons/day basis, 
and on a lb/MWh 30-day basis. 
 

                                                           
53 Santee Cooper – Cross Generating Station Unit 3 Source Test Report (January 26, 2007). 
54 Santee Cooper – Cross Generating Station Unit 3 Source Test Report (January 23, 2008). 
55 Santee Cooper – Cross Generating Station Unit 4 Source Test Report (July 10, 2008). 
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Also as background to this response to comments, the Department notes that no 
comments were received questioning whether wet FGD is the appropriate general type of 
SO2 control method for pulverized coal boilers of the type proposed by Santee Cooper.  
The comments on SO2 BACT dealt primarily with whether fuel restrictions might serve 
to reduce SO2 emissions and whether lower emissions limits could be achieved with the 
fuel type and wet FGD technology planned for use. 
 
3. Response to Comments 
 

a. Fuel Restrictions. 
 

i. One commenter requested that the Department give further consideration 
to the option of restricting boiler fuel to lower sulfur coals and asked that 
more information be provided on the economic justification for not 
selecting this option. 

 
To help in responding to this comment, Santee Cooper provided an 
analysis56 comparing different coal types to the type of coal intended for 
use at the Pee Dee Generating Station.  The lower sulfur coals would 
result in lower scrubbing costs and lower emissions, but the cost of using 
those coals would be greater due to either higher transportation cost in the 
case of low-sulfur western coal or higher coal cost in the case of low-
sulfur eastern coal.  The analysis showed that the resulting cost/ton for the 
incremental SO2 reductions are significant, ranging from over $7,000 per 
ton removed for low-sulfur eastern coal to over $34,000 per ton removed 
of low-sulfur western coal.  Therefore, restricting boiler fuel to lower 
sulfur coals or western coals is considered infeasible due to high costs. 

 
ii. One commenter suggested that a lower SO2 limit could be established by 

elimination of petcoke as a supplemental fuel, or that a separate SO2 limit 
should be established when petcoke is not being burned.  The BACT 
determination for SO2 in the draft permit was based on the worst-case 
sulfur content of coal and did not consider the effect of petcoke use. 

 
While petcoke properties vary to some degree, petcoke generally contains 
a higher sulfur content than coal as well as a higher heat value.  Since the 
BACT limit was established based on no petcoke use, Santee Cooper has 
indicated that the same limit will be met even when using petcoke.57  This 
means that Santee Cooper must limit use of petcoke to quantities or 
periods when the increased SO2 potential emissions from petcoke would 
be offset by use of coal with less than maximum sulfur content.  Thus, 
separate SO2 limits for coal without petcoke or while burning only coal 

                                                           
56 Santee Cooper Response to Public Comments on the Draft PSD Permit for Pee Dee Generating Station, 
July 15, 2008, 54 and Appendix L. 
57 Santee Cooper Response to Public Comments on the Draft PSD Permit for Pee Dee Generating Station, 
July 15, 2008, 54. 
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would not result in a lower SO2 limit based on the analysis used in this 
project. 

 
b. Lower Emissions with Planned Fuel Type and Control Method. 

 
i. One commenter provided information about the claimed sulfur removal 

efficiencies of different wet FGD technologies and stated an opinion that 
the proposed BACT emissions limit in the draft PSD permit did not 
represent the “maximum degree of reduction” (a phrase from the 
definition of BACT in South Carolina’s PSD rules).58  This commenter 
also cited monitoring data for other pulverized coal utility boilers to 
support the view that a lower emissions limit should be the BACT limit 
for the Pee Dee boilers. 

 
While there are stack test data and CEMS data showing SO2 emissions 
lower than the BACT limit proposed for the Pee Dee boilers, those results 
can generally be traced to use of lower sulfur coal at the time of the stack 
tests and CEMS monitoring.  See additional information on the 
commenter’s cited test data in a response document from Santee Cooper59 
submitted in July 2008.  To further assess the commenter’s concern, the 
Department has reviewed data from other facilities operated by Santee 
Cooper for comparison to the proposed BACT limit.  A source test 
following startup of Cross Unit 3 showed an SO2 emission level of 0.085 
lb/million Btu.  In addition, CEMS data for Cross Unit 3 showed an 
average SO2 emission level of approximately 0.060 lb/million Btu for 
2007.60  However, if the worst-case coal planned for use by Santee Cooper 
in the Pee Dee boilers is burned, the BACT limit is consistent with the 
capability of the control technology.  It is recognized that for periods of 
time Santee Cooper may use coal having a lower sulfur content than the 
worst-case coal and that the resulting emissions may be less than allowed 
by permit, as is shown by the Cross Unit 3 data.  For continuous 
compliance purposes, however, an emissions limit should account for the 
full range of allowable conditions (including fuel characteristics) expected 
during long-term operation.  In addition, the SO2 BACT emission limit in 
the final permit is as stringent as any limit in recent permits for similar 
utility pulverized coal boilers (that is, boilers that can burn higher sulfur 
bituminous coal).  
 
 
In addition, the SO2 BACT emission limit in the final permit is as stringent 
as any limit in recent permits for similar utility pulverized coal boilers 
(that is, boilers that can burn higher sulfur bituminous coal). 

                                                           
58 S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 7 (Supp. 2007). 
59 Santee Cooper Response to Public Comments on the Draft PSD Permit for Pee Dee Generating Station, 
July 15, 2008, 9-10 and Appendix B. 
60 Data extracted from EPA Acid Rain database located at http://camddataandmaps.epa.gov/gdm/. 
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SO2 Emission Limits for Pulverized Coal Fired Units Burning Bituminous Coal 

Facility Coal Type SO2 BACT Limit 
AMP Ohio (OH) eastern and eastern/western blend 0.24 lb/million Btu (24 hr) 

0.184 lb/million Btu (24 hr) 
0.15 lb/million Btu (30 day) 

Cliffside (NC) bituminous and 
bituminous/subbituminous blend 

0.12 lb/million Btu (30 day) 

Elm Road (WI) bituminous 0.15 lb/million Btu (30 day) 
Longleaf (GA) bituminous and 

bituminous/subbituminous blend 
0.12 (24 hr), additional lower limits 
are specified based on uncontrolled 
emission rates 

Longview (WV) bituminous 0.15 lb/million Btu (3 hr) 
0.12 lb/million Btu (24 hr) 

Prairie State (IL) Illinois 0.182 lb/million Btu (30 day) 
Thoroughbred (KY) Illinois 0.167 lb/million Btu (30 day) 

 
ii. Another commenter also pointed to SO2 monitoring data showing SO2 

emissions for an existing pulverized coal boiler that are lower than the 
proposed BACT limit for the Pee Dee boilers.  The comment cited 
continuous monitoring data taken over a period of 18 months after the 
upgrade of a wet FGD system on a pulverized coal boiler at a Kentucky 
utility that burns high-sulfur eastern bituminous coal. The Department has 
looked at SO2 emissions results found on the EPA Clean Air Market 
Division (CAMD)61 for the referenced LG&E Trimble County Unit 1 for 
the year 2007 (the most recent validated results).  These results show 
monthly SO2 emissions as low as 0.034 lb/million Btu including six of the 
twelve months averaging below 0.060 lb/million Btu.  There are also four 
monthly average SO2 emission levels in excess of 0.09 lb/million Btu, 
including the highest monthly value of 0.123 lb/million Btu.  Further, the 
sulfur content in coal received at this facility associated with the emission 
rates above is unknown and therefore the data does not provide a full 
assessment of the control effectiveness for SO2. 

 
4. Summary 
 
The Department considers the 30-day SO2 limit of 0.12 lb/million Btu in the final PSD 
permit to be the appropriate BACT limit for the two pulverized coal boilers.  The final 
permit includes a requirement for Santee Cooper to use wet FGD for control of SO2 
emissions. Compliance with the SO2 limit will be demonstrated by CEMS data using a 
30-day rolling average. 
 
 
NOX BACT 
 
1. Concerns Raised in Public Comments 
 

                                                           
61 http://camddataandmaps.epa.gov/gdm/index.cfm?fuseaction=iss.isshome
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 a. Lower emission limits have been established for other recently permitted 
facilities; 

b. Control efficiency required by the BACT limit does not reflect capability of 
current SCR technology; 

c. Consider supplemental lower limit with annual averaging time similar to 
permits for facilities in other states; 

d. Control technology design did not include detailed SCR design resulting in an 
inadequate technical evaluation. 

 
2. Background 
 
The NOx BACT requirements in the draft PSD permit for the Pee Dee boilers are the use 
of two-level separated overfire air, Low NOx burners, and SCR to achieve an emissions 
limit of 0.07 lb/million Btu (30-day average).  The final PSD permit BACT limit is the 
same as in the draft PSD permit.  In addition to the 30-day BACT limit for NOx, there are 
additional state and federal air quality requirements for NOx emissions limits on a 
lb/MWh basis (30-day average) and on a tons/day basis. 
 
Also as background to this response to comments, the Department notes that no 
comments were received questioning whether the combination of separated overfire air, 
Low NOx burners, and SCR is the appropriate general type of NOx control system for 
pulverized coal boilers of the type proposed by Santee Cooper.  The comments on NOx 
BACT emission limits dealt primarily with lower emissions limits, control efficiency, 
supplemental limits with a different averaging time, and control technology design. 
 
3. Response to Comments 
 

a. Lower Emissions Limits. 
  
 Regarding comments pointing to lower emissions limits at some other recently 

permitted facilities, the Department observes that these limits are for facilities 
that will use western subbituminous coal.  Lower NOx emissions are possible 
with subbituminous coal because of its higher moisture content and lower 
heating value allowing lower combustion temperature.  A lower combustion 
temperature will result in less NOx formation and, thus, lower NOx emissions.  
Therefore, the Pee Dee pulverized coal boilers are not directly comparable to 
boilers burning western subbituminous coal.  Additional information in 
response to the commenter’s citation of lower NOx emissions at other 
facilities62 was provided by Santee Cooper63, and this information was 
reviewed by the Department to develop a response to concerns about lower 

                                                           
62 For one of the noted facilities, the final PSD permit for Louisville Gas & Electric Trimble County Unit 2 
was revised after the issuance of the draft PSD permit for the Pee Dee facility, but the revision did not 
include a change in NOx limits.  These revised limits were taken for PSD avoidance purposes. 
63 Letter from Santee Cooper: Pee Dee Generating Station Construction Permit Application Addendum: 
Sulfur Content of the Design Fuel, Sulfuric Acid Mist Requirements, Cooling Tower Efficiency, NOx BACT 
Limits, and PM CEMS, September 27, 2007, and Volume 1 of 2 of the Santee Cooper PSD Permit 
Application, May 31, 2006. 
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NOx emissions. 
 

Furthermore, results from recent CEMS data for operating units similar to the 
proposed Pee Dee units burning eastern bituminous coal demonstrates that 
establishing a lower NOx limit may be difficult to achieve.  The source test for 
NOx emissions done after initial startup of Cross Unit 3 showed results of 
0.061 lb/million Btu.64  In addition, the NOx annual average emission level for 
2007 from CEMS data for Cross Unit 3 was 0.077 lb/million Btu.65  For 
continuous compliance purposes, an emissions limit should account for the 
full range of allowable conditions (including fuel characteristics) expected 
during long-term operation. 

 
In addition, the NOx BACT emissions limit in the final permit is as stringent 
as limits in final permits for similar utility pulverized coal boilers (that is, 
boilers designed to burn eastern bituminous coal) issued since the date of the 
draft PSD permit for the Pee Dee facility.  These permits and their NOx 
emissions limits are as follows: 

 
Facility Comparable NOx Limits 

AMP-Ohio  
(Ohio; issued 02/07/08) 

0.10 lb/million Btu (24-hour) 
0.07 lb/million Btu (30-day) 

Duke Energy Cliffside  
(North Carolina; issued 1/29/08) 

Avoided PSD review for NOx through netting; 
lowest comparable NOx limit is 0.07 lb/million Btu 

(30-day) 
Seminole Electric Cooperative Palatka  
(Florida; issued 9/3/08) 

Avoided PSD review for NOx through netting; 
lowest comparable NOx limit is 0.07 lb/million Btu 

(30-day) 
 

b. Control Efficiency - One commenter expressed concern that the proposed NOx 
BACT emission limit does not reflect the control efficiency that currently 
available SCR control systems can achieve.  This commenter indicated that 
SCR should be able to achieve up to 90 percent control efficiency in addition 
to the NOx reduction achieved by boiler design features (overfire air and Low 
NOx burners). 

 

                                                           
64 Santee Cooper – Cross Generating Station Unit 3 Source Test Report (January 26, 2007). 
65 Data extracted from EPA Acid Rain database located at http://camddataandmaps.epa.gov/gdm/. 
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The Department determined that a NOx control efficiency of at least 90 
percent compared to theoretical uncontrolled emissions is what can be 
expected from a combination of boiler design features and SCR.  This is 
supported by the information from Santee Cooper66 indicating that the 
combination of NOx controls to be installed on the Pee Dee boilers will result 
in an overall control efficiency of approximately 90 percent.  That overall 
control efficiency and the controlled emission rate (BACT limit of 0.07 
lb/million Btu, 30-day average) are consistent with other recently permitted 
pulverized coal-fired units that will burn bituminous coal. 

 
c. Supplemental Limit with Different Averaging Time - One commenter 

requested that the Department give consideration to supplementing the 30-day 
BACT limit of 0.07 lb/million Btu with a lower limit of 0.05 lb/million Btu on 
a 12-month basis.  This commenter cited such supplemental limits that have 
been included in permits for facilities in Oklahoma, Texas, and Georgia. 

 
In response, the Department notes that the facilities cited are facilities that will 
burn western coal only (Oklahoma and Texas) or western coal and/or low-
sulfur bituminous coal (Georgia).  As discussed above, combustion of western 
coal can result in lower formation of NOx and can potentially result in lower 
NOx emissions than combustion of eastern bituminous coal on either a 30-day 
or 12-month basis.  Therefore, these other cited facilities are not necessarily 
comparable to the Pee Dee facility. 

 
d. Control Technology Design - One commenter expressed concern that permit 

application documents did not include detailed SCR design information such 
as catalyst material, catalyst quantity, number and size of catalyst layers, and 
the types of grid cleaning devices.  The commenter concludes that the 
Department could not have conducted an adequate technical evaluation 
without such information. 

 
While the Department agrees that detailed SCR design information was not 
included as part of the permit application materials, the Department’s position 
is that an appropriate BACT determination can be made without such 
information.  In its review, the Department first assessed whether the general 
type of control system (boiler design features and SCR) represents the type of 
control system that should be expected for new pulverized bituminous coal 
utility boilers.  The Department concluded (based in part on numerous 
examples in the RACT/BACT/LAER clearinghouse67) that the proposed type 
of control system is the appropriate system.  Having detailed SCR design 
information was not necessary in reaching this conclusion.  The Department 
next assessed whether the NOx emissions rate proposed with the specified 
type of control system represents BACT.  (Recall that BACT is an emissions 

                                                           
66 Santee Cooper Response to Public Comments on the Draft PSD Permit for Pee Dee Generating Station, 
July 15, 2008, 9-12. 
67 www.epa.gov/ttn. 
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limitation and not a specific type of control equipment.)  As discussed above, 
the Department concluded that an emission limit of 0.07 lb/million Btu (30-
day average) is the appropriate BACT limit.  Again, having detailed SCR 
design information was not necessary in reaching this conclusion.  The 
Department further notes that it will be up to Santee Cooper to select a final 
NOx control system design that will be able to achieve the BACT emissions 
limit on a continuous basis.68

 
4. Summary 
 
The Department considers the 30-day NOx limit of 0.07 lb/million Btu in the final PSD 
permit to be the appropriate BACT limit for the two pulverized coal boilers.  The final 
permit includes a requirement for Santee Cooper to use two-level separated overfire air, 
Low NOx burners, and SCR for control of NOx emissions.  Compliance with the NOx 
limit will be demonstrated by CEMS data using a 30-day rolling average. 
 
 
CO BACT 
 
1. Concerns Raised in Public Comments 
 
 a. Rationale for emissions limit should provide more support for good 

combustion practices as selected control method and justification for selected 
emissions limit; 

b. Shorter averaging time may be more appropriate or a more detailed 
explanation for selected averaging time should be provided. 

 
2. Background 
 
The CO BACT requirement in the draft PSD permit for the Pee Dee boilers is the use of 
good combustion practices to achieve an emissions limit of 0.15 lb/million Btu (30-day 
average).  The final PSD permit BACT limit is the same as in the draft PSD permit.  In 
addition to the 30-day BACT limit for CO, there are additional state and federal air 
quality requirements for CO emissions limits on a tons/day basis. 
 
Add-on controls are generally not feasible for coal-fired boilers for CO, but further 
supporting explanations were requested and have been addressed.  Comments on the CO 
BACT limit dealt primarily with the Department’s rationale for selection of the CO 
BACT emission limit and on whether the BACT emission limit should be based on a 
shorter averaging period. 
 
3. Response to Comments 
 

a. Rationale for Emissions Limit - One commenter requested that the 
                                                           
68 Air permitting regulations allow a permittee some flexibility in selecting specific control technology 
design to meet a permitted limit. 
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Department revisit the CO BACT evaluation and (1) provide more support for 
selection of good combustion practices as the control method rather than an 
add-on control device, and (2) provide better justification for the selected CO 
BACT emissions limit. 

 
After reviewing information about existing and proposed coal-fired electric 
generating units, the Department is unaware of any other units (pulverized 
coal or otherwise) with CO add-on controls such as direct thermal incineration 
or catalytic oxidation.  The July 2008 response from Santee Cooper69 provides 
information on the technical factors that make catalytic oxidation an infeasible 
choice for CO emissions control on coal-fired utility boilers. 

 
The 0.15 lb/million Btu proposed CO limit in the Pee Dee facility draft PSD 
permit is comparable to other recently issued permit CO limits for similar 
facilities with few exceptions.  In some cases, a lower CO limit is specified 
based on a 3-hour source test for compliance purposes.  The Department 
considers such limits to not be directly comparable to the 30-day limit for the 
Pee Dee facility (see discussion in section 3.b. below about averaging times).  
The applicant for one facility, Longleaf Energy in Georgia, has recently 
proposed in a Notice of MACT Approval application a CO limit of 0.10 
lb/million Btu based on CEMS monitoring and a 30-day averaging period.70  
While the final permit for that facility’s application has not yet been issued, 
Longleaf Energy’s proposed CO limit would not be appropriate for the Pee 
Dee pulverized boilers, because the type of coal that facility will burn differs 
from the Pee Dee facility.  Duke Energy has also proposed a CO BACT limit 
of 0.12 lb/million Btu (a subsequent limit of 0.10 lb/million Btu has been 
specified in a Notice of MACT Approval application) for a proposed unit at 
the Cliffside facility.  However, that limit is based on a short-term stack test 
and would not be considered comparable to a 30-day limit based on CEMS 
monitoring for which the 30-day limit would incorporate diverse operating 
conditions. 

 
In addition, the Department has reviewed CO monitoring results for other 
Santee Cooper facilities.  Since none of these facilities is required to operate a 
CO CEMS, the monitoring results reviewed were short-term stack tests.  The 
initial stack test for Cross Unit 3 conducted in January 2007 resulted in an 
emission rate of 0.177 lb/million Btu which exceeded the allowable rate.71  A 
subsequent stack test conducted in February 2008 for Cross Unit 3 resulted in 
an emission rate of 0.027 lb/million Btu.72  This low rate, however, was 
achieved during the short duration of a stack test and might not represent 
variable CO emissions over a longer operating period such as a 30-day period.  

                                                           
69 Santee Cooper Response to Public Comments on the Draft PSD Permit for Pee Dee Generating Station, 
July 15, 2008, 25-26. 
70 http://www.air.dnr.state.ga.us/airpermit/psd/dockets/longleaf/112docs/mactapp.pdf , 30-35. 
71 Santee Cooper Cross Generating Station Unit 3 Stack Test Report, January 26, 2007. 
72 Santee Cooper Cross Generating Station Unit 3 Stack Test Report, February 27, 2008. 
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To assess longer term variability, Santee Cooper recently completed a 30-day 
CO CEMS study for Cross Unit 1.  The measured average CO emissions rate 
from this study was 0.16 lb/million Btu.73  Based on the results from this 
study and with due consideration to the proposed CO 30-day emissions limit 
of 0.10 lb/million Btu for the Longleaf Energy facility, the Department 
concludes that the final BACT limit is 0.15 lb/million Btu.  The Longleaf limit 
would not be directly comparable to the Pee Dee limit, since the Longleaf 
process included Powder River Basin coal. 

 
b. Shorter Averaging Time - One commenter requested that the Department 

provide a more detailed explanation for its determination that a 30-day 
averaging time rather than a shorter averaging time is the appropriate 
averaging time for a BACT CO emissions limit.  For perspective, this 
commenter pointed to the CO NAAQS averaging times of 1 hour and 8 hours. 

 
The BACT limit for CO was established based on use of CEMS and a 30-day 
averaging period.  Because there are no add-on controls that are justified for 
removing CO emissions, the emission rate is dependent on proper operation of 
the boiler and good combustion practices that minimize CO emissions.  A 30-
day averaging period and CEMS monitoring must incorporate all combustion 
characteristics including periods of startups, shutdowns, and load swings 
when a pulverized coal utility boiler may experience incomplete combustion 
and higher CO emissions.  A short-term emissions limit with compliance 
measurements taken over a few hours when a boiler is experiencing steady 
state operation and generally lower CO emissions may not adequately 
characterize longer term operating conditions.  Because of reliance on CEMS 
monitoring for demonstrating compliance with the CO emission limits in the 
Pee Dee permit, use of a 30-day averaging period allows for varying boiler 
operating circumstances and is considered by the Department to be an 
acceptable averaging period for overall CO emissions.  The Department also 
notes that, based on modeling results, compliance with the 30-day emissions 
limit should easily result in emissions that will achieve compliance with the 1-
hour and 8-hour CO NAAQS as well. 

4. Summary 
 
In summary, the Department considers the 30-day CO limit of 0.15 lb/million Btu in the 
final PSD permit to be the appropriate BACT limit for the two pulverized coal boilers.  
Compliance with the CO limit will be demonstrated by CEMS data using a 30-day rolling 
average. 
 
 
H2SO4 (sulfuric acid mist) BACT 
 
1. Concerns Raised in Public Comments 
 
                                                           
73 Santee Cooper Cross Generating Station Unit 1 CO CEMS Monitoring Report, November 20, 2008. 
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a. Consider lower BACT emission limit based on lower emissions and lower 
limits at other facilities. 

 
2. Background 
 
The sulfuric acid mist BACT requirement in the draft PSD permit for the Pee Dee boilers 
is an emissions limit of 0.005 lb/million Btu (3-hour average).  The final PSD permit 
sulfuric acid mist BACT emissions limit is the same as in the draft PSD permit.  In 
addition to the BACT limit for sulfuric acid mist, there is a state regulatory requirement 
resulting in an additional sulfuric acid mist emission limit on a tons/day basis. 
 
The comments on sulfuric acid mist BACT dealt primarily with the Department’s 
rationale for selection of the sulfuric acid mist BACT emissions limit, including whether 
additional controls could result in a lower BACT emissions limit. 
 
Additional Controls 
 
The primary method proposed for control of sulfuric acid mist emissions is use of a wet 
flue gas desulfurization (FGD) system.  Other possible sulfuric acid mist controls include 
sorbent injection, wet ESP, and selection of SCR catalyst material to minimize the 
conversion of SO2 to SO3, thereby possibly reducing production of sulfuric acid mist. 
 
After the close of the public comment period on the draft PSD permit, Santee Cooper 
provided additional evaluations in response to some of the comments submitted, 
including an additional evaluation of sulfuric acid mist controls.74  Other sulfuric acid 
mist controls evaluated by Santee Cooper in addition to wet FGD were wet ESP and 
sorbent injection.  Santee Cooper estimated that use of wet ESP or sorbent injection 
would not be cost effective.75  The Department has reviewed Santee Cooper’s evaluation 
and has concluded, based on the BACT top-down assessment method, that these controls 
would be cost prohibitive.  In addition, as discussed next, the final sulfuric acid mist 
BACT emissions limit is equal to the BACT emissions limit established in PSD permits 
for similar projects, some of which may have additional sulfuric acid mist controls.  If 
Santee Cooper is unable to meet the final Pee Dee sulfuric acid mist BACT limit using 
wet FGD alone, it will be up to Santee Cooper to add or enhance sulfuric acid mist 
controls and achieve compliance with the limit. 
 
3. Response to Comments 
 

a. Lower BACT Emissions Limit - One commenter pointed to sulfuric acid mist 
emissions limits measured at some other facilities being lower than the Pee 
Dee BACT limit.  This commenter also listed some other recently established 
BACT emissions limits for sulfuric acid mist that are lower than the proposed 

                                                           
74 Santee Cooper Response to Public Comments on the Draft PSD Permit for Pee Dee Generating Station, 
July 15, 2008, Appendix J. 
75 Santee Cooper Response to Public Comments on the Draft PSD Permit for Pee Dee Generating Station, 
July 15, 2008, 24. 
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Pee Dee pulverized coal boiler BACT limit. 
 

With regard to measured emissions, the Department is aware that source tests 
for recently permitted units at the Santee Cooper Cross Generating Station 
show emission levels that are lower than 0.005 lb/million Btu.  However, as 
discussed elsewhere, a BACT limit should not be established equivalent to 
limited source test results due to the need to make allowances for variations 
during long-term operation. 

 
With regard to sulfuric acid mist BACT limits at other coal-fired power 
plants, the Department finds that recent BACT limits for other facilities 
similar to the proposed Pee Dee facility are comparable to or higher than the 
BACT limit for Pee Dee.76  In those cases, such as facilities burning 
subbituminous coal, where the sulfuric acid mist limit is lower, the BACT 
limits cannot be directly compared. 
 
In reference to lower sulfuric acid mist limits established for the Santee 
Cooper Cross Generating Station, limits for those boilers were established for 
PSD avoidance and are not BACT limits. 

 
4. Summary 
 
The Department considers the 3-hour sulfuric acid mist limit of 0.005 lb/million Btu in 
the final PSD permit to be the appropriate BACT limit for the two pulverized coal 
boilers. 
 
 
Lead BACT 
 
1. Concerns Raised in Public Comments 
 
 a. Limit should be lower based on limits in other permits and lead levels in coal. 
 
2. Background 
 
The lead BACT limit in the draft PSD permit for the Pee Dee boilers is 1.91 x 10-5 
lb/million Btu (3-hour average).  The final PSD permit limit is the same as in the draft 
PSD permit. 
 
Also for better understanding it is important to recognize that, subsequent to the issuance 
of the draft PSD permit, Santee Cooper had proposed fabric filtration instead of 
electrostatic precipitation as the primary method for controlling particulate matter 
emissions from the pulverized coal boilers.77  This change affects lead emissions since 

                                                           
76 Longleaf Energy (GA) permit limit of 0.005 lb/million Btu and Duke Cliffside (NC) permit limit of 
0.005 lb/million Btu.   
77 Santee Cooper Case-by-Case MACT Permit Application Proposed Pee Dee Coal-Fired Facility, June 30, 
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most lead emissions are expected to be in particulate form.  Although the Department is 
not revising the lead BACT emissions limit as a result of this control method change, the 
Department considers fabric filtration as a means of providing greater assurance for 
complying with particulate matter emissions limits (including particulate lead emissions) 
under a range of operating conditions and for a range of particle sizes including fine 
particles. 
 
3. Response to Comments 
 

a. With regard to the BACT emissions limit for lead, commenters suggested 
other permits have been issued with lower limits and the BACT limit should 
be based on lead levels in coal. 

 
As with other trace elements in coal, lead can vary widely depending on the 
type of coal and the coal supply location.  Other recently issued permits show 
a range of limits for lead, some higher than the limit for Santee Cooper Pee 
Dee Generating Station.78  Based on the information reviewed, the 
Department considers the proposed BACT limit of 1.91 x 10-5 lb/million Btu 
(3-hour average) for lead is appropriate as the final BACT limit. 

                                                                                                                                                                             
2008, 2; Santee Cooper Response to Public Comments on the Draft PSD Permit for Pee Dee Generating 
Station, July 15, 2008, 13. 
78 Longleaf Energy (GA) permit limit of 1.8E-05 lb/million Btu and Duke Cliffside (NC) permit limit of 
2.2E-05 lb/million Btu). 
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E. Category:  Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 
 
1. Concerns Raised in Public Comments 
 

The primary concerns raised about fine particulate matter (PM2.5) are summarized 
as follows: 

 
a. There was no BACT analysis for PM2.5 and no BACT emissions limits were 

set for PM2.5; 
b. EPA’s PM10 surrogate guidance for PM2.5 is not binding on regulatory 

authorities with SIP-approved NSR permitting programs, and the Department 
should not assume BACT for PM10 is BACT for PM2.5; 

c. No air quality modeling was performed to assess ambient PM2.5 
concentrations attributable to the Pee Dee projects; 

d. The health impacts of PM2.5 emissions were not assessed, and the Department 
should require more stringent health standards for PM2.5 than the national 
ambient air quality standards established by EPA. 

 
2. Background 
 
The Department acknowledges that PM2.5 is regulated under section 110 of the federal 
Clean Air Act79 and is therefore a regulated NSR pollutant as defined in S.C. 
regulations.80  The situation faced by the Department at the time of issuance of the 
revised draft PSD permit (December 2007) for the Pee Dee project was that no federal 
NSR implementation rules for PM2.5 had been adopted, and therefore no state NSR rules 
for PM2.5 were in place. 
 
After the draft PSD permit was issued, however, EPA promulgated final PM2.5 
implementation rules on May 16, 2008.81  Listed in the table below are highlights from 
the final federal rules to aid in understanding the Department’s response to comments 
concerning PM2.5.  When considering EPA’s final rules, it is important to understand that 
South Carolina has a SIP-approved NSR permitting program including that part of the 
program specific to PSD permitting.  The effective date of federal NSR rules for a given 
NSR regulatory authority (which, in South Carolina, is the Department) often depends on 
whether the regulatory authority has a SIP-approved program. 
 
For additional understanding of the Department’s response to PM2.5 comments, the 
relationship between PM10 and PM2.5 is important.  PM10 and PM2.5 are not two different 
types of pollutants.  Rather, PM2.5 is a subset of PM10.  Particles in the PM10 size range 
(10 µm or less in diameter) include particles in the PM2.5 size range (2.5 µm or less in 
diameter) as well as particles between 2.5 and 10 µm in diameter. 
 
The discussion below includes reference to the PM10 surrogate concept.  This is the 
                                                           
79 Clean Air Act § 110, 42 U.S.C.A. 
80 S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 7(b)(44), 15 (Supp. 2007). 
81 73 FR 28321. 
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concept of setting BACT emissions limits for PM10 and demonstrating compliance with 
PM10 ambient concentration limits as representative of satisfying PM2.5 NSR 
requirements until these requirements have been adopted into the rules of a specific state. 
 
The following table lists highlights of the federal PM2.5 NSR implementation rules and 
how these rules are being viewed by the Department in the context of the Pee Dee 
project: 
 
Highlights of Final Federal PM2.5 NSR Implementation Rules and the Department’s Position for the 

Santee Cooper Pee Dee Project 
Highlight Department Position 

For a regulatory authority with a SIP-approved NSR 
permitting program that requires rule amendments 
to incorporate final federal PM2.5 NSR 
implementation rules, the regulatory authority has 3 
years to submit a SIP change with revised PSD 
rules.  During the SIP development period (referred 
to here as the interim period), the regulatory 
authority may continue to implement a PM10 
surrogate program in accordance with EPA’s 1997 
guidance.82

The Department’s position is that South Carolina’s 
PSD rules will have to be amended to incorporate 
federal rule changes.  Therefore EPA’s interim 
period policy applies to the Pee Dee project.  
Accordingly, (1) PM2.5 BACT limits are not 
required for the Pee Dee project (but see separate 
discussion below), (2) PM2.5 NAAQS compliance 
modeling is not required (but has been 
accomplished as discussed below), and (3) 
condensable PM2.5 emissions do not have to be 
considered (but have been done so at the 
Department’s discretion). 

The rules establish PSD significant emissions rates 
for direct PM2.5 emissions, SO2 emissions (as a 
precursor to PM2.5), and NOx emissions (as a 
presumed precursor to PM2.5). 

The Pee Dee project is subject to PSD for these 
pollutants. 

Use of the PM10 surrogate policy means compliance 
with the PM2.5 NAAQS does not have to be 
demonstrated during the interim SIP development 
period. 

Although not required, modeling of compliance 
with the PM2.5 NAAQS has been demonstrated. 

EPA delayed requiring consideration of 
condensable PM emissions in applicability 
determinations and in establishing PM10 and PM2.5 
emissions limits until the end of a condensables 
evaluation transition period.  The transition period 
ends January 1, 2011, unless an earlier date is 
established through appropriate rulemaking. 

The Department is not waiting for the end of the 
transition period and is adopting emissions limits 
that include condensable PM in the final permit. 

Once rules have been implemented within a specific 
state, BACT is required for direct PM2.5 emissions, 
SO2 emissions, and other precursors if regulated 
(with NOx presumed to be a precursor unless NOx is 
shown not to contribute to formation of PM2.5.). 

The Department is establishing PM10 surrogate 
BACT limits (but see discussion below on control 
of PM2.5 emissions) and BACT limits for SO2 and 
NOx emissions. 

An air quality impact analysis is required for 
demonstration of compliance with PM2.5 NAAQS, 
except that this requirement does not apply during 
the interim SIP development period when the PM10 
surrogate policy can be used. 

Although EPA’s policy for the interim SIP 
development period policy allows use of PM10 as a 
surrogate for NAAQS compliance purposes, PM2.5 
modeling has been completed for the Pee Dee 
project.  PSD increments for PM2.5 have not yet 
been set. 

PSD increments for PM2.5 will have to be met, but 
establishment of these increments is deferred to a 

PSD increments for PM2.5 do not yet exist and are 
not applicable to the Pee Dee project.  Compliance 

                                                           
82 “Interim Implementation for the New Source Review Requirements for PM2.5,” John Seitz, Director of 
EPA Air Quality, Planning and Standards, October 23, 1997. 
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Highlights of Final Federal PM2.5 NSR Implementation Rules and the Department’s Position for the 
Santee Cooper Pee Dee Project 

Highlight Department Position 
later rulemaking. with PM10 PSD increments has been demonstrated 

by modeling. 
Preconstruction ambient monitoring for PM2.5 is 
required but can be exempted on a case-by-case 
basis.  Establishing significant monitoring 
concentrations, which is one basis for exempting 
preconstruction monitoring, is deferred to a later 
rulemaking. 

The Department interprets the final federal 
rulemaking’s interim SIP development period 
policy as allowing use of the PM10 surrogate 
approach when assessing the need for 
preconstruction PM2.5 ambient monitoring. 

 
3. Response to Comments 
 
 a. Best Available Control Technology 
 

Consistent with EPA’s PM10 surrogate policy expressed in the preamble to the 
final federal PM2.5 NSR implementation rules (see discussion above), the 
Department is including BACT emissions limits for PM and PM10 in the final 
PSD permit.  For the following reasons, it is the Department’s position that 
this approach will also serve to achieve adequate control of PM2.5 emissions: 

 
i. Since issuance of the draft PSD permit, Santee Cooper has proposed to use 

high efficiency fabric filtration as the method for controlling PM 
emissions from the two pulverized coal boilers instead of electrostatic 
precipitation.  The Department is making this proposal a requirement in 
the final PSD permit.  Use of fabric filters on pulverized coal boiler 
exhaust gases is generally considered likely to achieve more consistent 
control of filterable PM2.5 emissions (and possibly condensable PM2.5 
emissions as well) than use of electrostatic precipitators. 

 
ii. The final permit, like the draft permit, contains BACT emissions limits for 

filterable and total (filterable plus condensable) PM emissions and BACT 
emissions limits for filterable and total (filterable plus condensable) PM10 
emissions.  Since condensable particulate emissions from pulverized coal 
boilers are generally considered to contain a high PM2.5 fraction, limiting 
total emissions (filterable plus condensable) has a direct control effect on 
PM2.5 emissions. 

 
iii. The PM test methods stipulated in the final permit for demonstrating 

compliance with PM/PM10 BACT emissions limits include methods that 
detect PM2.5 emissions as well.  For example, the final permit requires use 
of Methods 5, 5B, 17, 201 or 202 for assessment of total emissions 
including condensables.  As previously discussed, condensable particulate 
emissions from pulverized coal boilers may contain a high PM2.5 fraction. 

 
b. Use of PM10 Surrogate Guidance 
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As pointed out in the Background discussion above, EPA issued final PM2.5 
implementation rules after the commenter submitted comments on use of 
EPA’s PM10 surrogate guidance document.  In the final rulemaking package, 
EPA makes clear that the PM10 surrogate approach can be used by a 
regulatory authority with a SIP-approved NSR permitting program until the 
regulatory authority has revised its SIP.  The Department is therefore 
following the PM10 surrogate approach in terms of setting emission limits.  As 
discussed herein, however, the Department has also taken into account (1) that 
the selected control technology for particulate matter emissions from the 
boilers (fabric filtration) is also effective for PM2.5 (see discussion above), and 
(2) that an ambient impact analysis for PM2.5 has been performed (see 
discussion below). 

 
c. Modeling 

 
Subsequent to issuance of the draft PSD permit, Santee Cooper conducted and 
the Department reviewed ambient air quality modeling to assess the impact of 
the Pee Dee project on PM2.5 concentrations.83  Predicted concentrations were 
compared with the primary and secondary PM2.5 NAAQS established to 
protect human health and welfare.  (The primary and secondary standards are 
identical.  See further discussion on NAAQS under “Health Impacts” below.)  
EPA has not yet issued PSD increments for PM2.5, and therefore PM2.5 
NAAQS are the only PM2.5 ambient limits currently available for direct 
comparison with modeling results. 

 
The PM2.5 modeling evaluations were performed assuming that PM2.5 
emissions from the proposed pulverized coal boilers are equal to total 
estimated PM emissions including condensables.  This is obviously a 
conservative approach and helps reduce the possibility that PM2.5 impacts 
were underestimated. 

 
Modeling results were compared to the PM2.5 NAAQS which are an annual 
average of 15 µg/m3 and a 24-hour average of 35 µg/m3 (achieved when the 
98th percentile 24-hour concentration is less than or equal to the standard).   

 
d. Health Impacts 

 
Recognizing the importance of PM2.5 concentrations in the atmosphere, EPA 
initially adopted primary national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) for 
PM2.5 in 1997 for protection of human health.84  These original PM2.5 NAAQS 
were stated on an annual average basis and on a 24-hour average basis.  After 

                                                           
83 Consistent with EPA’s policy on use of the PM10 surrogate approach, the Department’s position is that 
PM2.5 modeling is not a requirement of the PSD permitting process for the Pee Dee project.  Therefore, 
having PM2.5 modeling results available for public review prior to issuance of the draft permit was not 
mandatory.  The PM2.5 modeling evaluation reports are available for inspection in the docket for the final 
permit. 
84 62 FR 38652, July 18, 1997. 
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additional research, EPA revised the 24-hour average NAAQS for PM2.5 in 
2006 to provide additional human health protection.  The Department has no 
basis for imposing more stringent ambient standards and has adopted the 
federal PM2.5 primary NAAQS as the standards for human health protection, 
not just for the Pee Dee project, but throughout the state of South Carolina.  
As discussed above, PM2.5 ambient impact modeling conducted for the Pee 
Dee project since the issuance of the draft PSD permit indicates that emissions 
of PM2.5 from the proposed project should not result in ambient PM2.5 
concentrations that exceed the NAAQS.  Therefore, the Department has no 
cause for denying the permit on the basis of expected PM2.5 ambient impacts. 

 
4. Summary 
 
In summary, the Department’s response to comments on PM2.5 emissions can be 
summarized as follows: 
 

a. The Department is setting pulverized coal boiler BACT emissions limits for 
PM and PM10 using EPA’s PM10 surrogate policy expressed in the recent 
federal PM2.5 NSR implementation rulemaking action.  In addition, requiring 
use of fabric filtration for control of particulate emissions from the pulverized 
coal boilers and stipulating emissions limits that include limits on condensable 
particulate emissions will achieve control of PM2.5 emissions from the 
pulverized coal boilers. 

 
b. The ambient impacts of PM2.5 emissions from the Pee Dee facility have been 

assessed through modeling evaluations conducted subsequent to issuance of 
the draft PSD permit.  These evaluations indicate that the facility would not 
result in a violation of the PM2.5 primary NAAQS that have been adopted by 
the Department for protection of human health throughout South Carolina. 
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F. Category:  Modeling 
 
1. Concerns Raised in Public Comments 
 

a. Worst-case impacts were not evaluated considering the various fuels that 
would be used; 

b. Were the appropriate minor source baseline dates used?; 
c. Were the appropriate emission rates used?; 
d. Emissions from the new plant could prevent the state from achieving the long-

term regional haze objectives; 
e. An adequate evaluation of growth impacts was not performed; 
f. An adequate evaluation of vegetation and soil impacts was not performed; 
g. Sulfuric acid was not adequately addressed in the modeling; 
h. PM2.5 was not adequately addressed in the modeling; 
i. The meteorological data used in the modeling was not representative of the 

conditions at the location proposed for the facility; 
j. Class I and II Visibility modeling was not adequate; 
k. The impacts on the Cape Romain National Wildlife Refuge Area were not 

adequately evaluated; 
l. PM10 was not adequately evaluated in the modeling and the full increment for 

PM10 will be used up by the facility, preventing more industry in the area; 
 
2. Regulatory Background 
 
For projects subject to S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, Standard 7 (PSD), a demonstration must 
be provided showing that the project will not result in a violation of any national ambient 
air quality standard or any applicable maximum allowable increase over the baseline 
concentration in any area.  The regulation provides that this demonstration may be 
performed using applicable air quality models.  The models approved by the EPA and the 
Department for use are AERMOD for short range modeling (which is usually used for 
Class II areas) and CALPUFF for long range modeling (which is usually used for Class I 
areas).  Guidance is provided on the use of these models in the South Carolina Air 
Modeling Guidelines, 40 CFR 51 Appendix W (Guideline on Air Quality Models), and 
the Federal Land Managers’ AQRV Workgroup (FLAG) Report.  Santee Cooper 
performed modeling for Class I and Class II areas using CALPUFF and AERMOD, 
respectively.  The Class I modeling was reviewed by US Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Land Management (Federal Land Manager) and the Class II modeling was 
reviewed by the Department. 
 
3. Responses to Comments 
 

a. Sufficient evidence was not provided that worst-case impacts were evaluated 
considering the various fuels that would be used. 

 
Emissions were modeled from the boilers firing coal at their worst-case 
emissions for all periods.  The boilers may also fire fuel oil at startup and may 
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fire petcoke up to 30% by weight.  Due to the lower load during startup, 
emissions from fuel oil firing are estimated at a maximum of 1,656 million 
Btu/hr.  Because the emissions from fuel oil firing are substantially lower than 
from firing coal, it follows that the worst-case emissions have been modeled. 

 
b. Were the appropriate minor source baseline dates used? 

 
The significant impact area for this project involves Florence County and 
Marion County.  Since these counties have different minor source baseline 
dates, to address comments received, Santee Cooper chose to demonstrate 
compliance with the Class II PM10 and SO2 increments utilizing the PM10 and 
SO2 NAAQS inventories.  This insured that all increment-consuming sources 
were included in the analyses, regardless of baseline date.  This approach is 
conservative because it includes all increment consuming minor sources and 
excluded all increment expanding sources. 

 
For the PM10 analysis, the originally modeled concentrations for the full 
impact NAAQS inventory analysis were compared to the increment standard 
for 24-hour and annual averages.  Both are below the PSD Class II increments 
of 30 μg/m3 and 17 μg/m3, respectively. 

 
For the SO2 3-hr average, the originally modeled concentration for the 
NAAQS inventory analysis was below the PSD Class II increment of 512 
μg/m3.  For the 24-hour and annual averaging periods, the SO2 NAAQS 
inventory maximum modeled impacts were not below the SO2 Class II 
increments of 91 μg/m3 and 20 μg/m3, respectively.  It was determined that the 
receptors that have NAAQS inventory impacts greater than the Class II 
increments were located on the property of an inventory facility, Marsh 
Lumber Company, in Florence County.  Three small boilers are present at this 
facility.  All emissions from the three boilers were modeled using stack UTM 
coordinates of 631,809 m East and 3,762,880 m north, which is approximately 
40-60 meters from the two receptors of interest.  A culpability analysis 
determined that these sources are the cause of the high modeled impacts on 
that facility’s property.  This is most likely due to the low stack heights and 
non-vertical release nature of Marsh Lumber’s Boiler No. 3. 

 
Since each of these boilers was constructed prior to the SO2 minor source 
baseline dates for both Florence and Marion counties, they are not increment-
consuming sources.  Because of this, these sources were excluded from the 
modified Increment/NAAQS inventory, and the 24-hour and annual averaging 
periods for SO2 were re-run.  The maximum impacts modeled using the 
revised Increment/NAAQS SO2 inventory without the Marsh Lumber boilers 
are below the SO2 Class II increments.  Therefore, it is not necessary to 
develop county specific inventories to demonstrate compliance with the PSD 
increments. 

 

 55



c. Were the appropriate emission rates used?  
 

A commenter indicated that values in Table A-5 of the Class II Modeling 
Report and Table 22 of the Preliminary Determination do not agree and that 
increment expanding emissions for PM10 and SO2 should be based on actual 
emissions on the major source baseline date. 

 
The total SO2 emissions included in Table A-5 of the Class II Modeling 
Report include only those sources considered in the off-site inventory, while 
the totals in Table 22 of the Preliminary Determination include all sources, 
including Pee Dee emissions units.  The small difference in adding the Pee 
Dee sources to the values in Table A-5 and the totals in Table 22 are due to 
rounding. 

 
The short-term SO2 value in the Preliminary Determination is 80 lb/hr less 
than the total that was submitted by Santee Cooper in the modeling report.  It 
was determined that this 80 lb/hr discrepancy was a typographical error 
related to the 3-hour boiler emission rate for the Pee Dee boilers. Using a 3-
hour limit of 0.24 lb/million Btu, each boiler will emit 1,368 lb/hr.  The 
Department had mistakenly entered the 3-hour emission rate as 1,328 lb/hr in 
the summary table in the Preliminary Determination.  This 40 lb/hr difference 
for each boiler represents the 80 lb/hr total for the two boilers. The correct 
value of 1,368 lb/hr was modeled, so this error does not affect any of the 
modeled results.  The Final Determination has been written to include the 
correct emission rate. 

 
d. Emissions from the new plant could prevent the state from achieving the long-

term regional haze objectives. 
 

A comment was made that achieving long-term regional haze objectives is 
likely to receive the greatest challenge from sulfur dioxide emissions from 
utility plants, and that impacts on regional haze from this project should be 
further described including confirmation that this proposed plant will not 
prevent achieving those objectives. 

 
The overall environmental objective of the Regional Haze Rule (RHR) is to 
return visibility at Class I areas to their natural state by 2064.  As part of its 
RHR planning, the Department, through the VISTAS Regional Planning 
Organization, conducted regional photochemical dispersion modeling to 
estimate the visibility at Cape Romain NWR for the first RHR progress 
milestone in 2018.  This modeling analysis reflects the additional emissions 
from new electric power stations – like the Pee Dee facility – that are 
projected to come online over the next decade.  This modeling analysis 
predicts that visibility at the Cape Romain NWR will improve beyond the 
RHR milestone for this first planning period.85

                                                           
85 Regional Haze State Implementation Plan for South Carolina Class I Federal Areas, December 21, 2007. 
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One caveat that should be noted is that this modeling includes emissions 
inventories that are based on the SO2 and NO2 reductions mandated under the 
Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) that was recently vacated by a federal court.  
While the future is uncertain as to how that rule may be modified or replaced 
in order to meet the court’s requirements, the Department anticipates that 
regulations similar to or more stringent than CAIR will ultimately be enacted.  
Under the RHR, the Department will conduct a mid-point review in 2013 that 
will compare predicted emissions with those actually realized under a revised 
CAIR program.  At that point, should realized reductions be insufficient to 
insure that the RHR goal is met, the Department will have the authority under 
the RHR to secure additional controls at any of the state’s permitted facilities, 
including the Santee Cooper Pee Dee facility. 

 
e. An adequate evaluation of growth impacts was not performed. 

 
i. Santee Cooper did not perform a complete analysis of the growth 

associated with the proposed Pee Dee plant, as required by the Clean Air 
Act and PSD regulations. 

 
Santee Cooper completed a growth analysis associated with the project as 
required by PSD regulations.86  The growth analysis included in the 
permit application considers the long-term work force of approximately 
100 workers.  The existing population in the local nine county area is 
expected to provide most of the workforce.87  Because of this, little or no 
residential growth is expected to result from the long-term workforce 
employed by the facility.  Any significant commercial or industrial growth 
involving stationary sources of emissions may require permitting by the 
Department and will be evaluated as part of that review process. 

 
ii. The analysis did not adequately evaluate associated increased air 

emissions resulting from the construction and operation of this proposed 
facility. 

 
The proposed facility would have additional road and rail traffic, and 
could have some of its permanent workforce living outside of the 
immediate area.  The construction of the facility and any residential and 
commercial growth associated with the construction workforce are not 
expected to cause or contribute to a quantifiable adverse impact on local 
ambient air quality.  In addition, new fuel requirements and regulations are 
expected to keep impacts of the additional traffic to a minimum. 

 

                                                           
86 S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 7 (Supp. 2007). 
87 Santee Cooper Response to Public Comments on the Draft PSD Permit for Pee Dee Generating Station, 
July 15, 2008, 49. 
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iii. The emissions from the growth impacts must be considered in visibility 
analyses. 

 
Visibility analyses are discussed under the topic for Class I and Class II 
Visibility. 

 
f. An adequate evaluation of vegetation and soil impacts was not performed. 

 
i. Santee Cooper did not perform a complete analysis of the impact of the 

proposed Pee Dee plant on soils and vegetation, as required by the Clean 
Air Act and PSD regulations. 

 
EPA guidance88 provides conservative screening concentrations to ensure 
that adverse impacts to soils; and vegetation will not occur.  This guidance 
was used by Santee Cooper in the modeling analysis.  In addition, Santee 
Cooper used the screening values based on the most sensitive plants, 
rather than on an inventory of local vegetation, providing a more 
conservative evaluation.   The full off-site inventory of sources was 
included when pollutants with modeled concentrations exceeded the 
model significance levels (MSL).  This provided a comprehensive 
analysis. 

 
ii. A more detailed assessment of impact on soils and vegetation should have 

been performed in conjunction with the Preliminary Determination. 
 

This is the typical approach used in PSD modeling analyses submitted to 
the EPA and states.  It has been used for numerous facilities including the 
recently permitted Longleaf Energy project in Georgia.  The EPA Region 
4 has also recently confirmed that the EPA guidance was the proper source 
for screening values for the Thoroughbred project in Kentucky.89

 
The Indeck-Elwood project cited by the commenter had unique conditions 
which do not exist at the proposed Pee Dee facility.  It involved the 
construction of a power plant in close proximity to the Midewin National 
Tall Grass Prairie.90  Midewin, a national prairie preserve, was established 
in 1996 with the intent of restoring the land to a natural tall grass prairie.  
The prairie was not yet mature and because of this there were concerns 
that the native plant and animal species would be particularly sensitive to 
air and soil pollution.  This included numerous species included on state 
and federal lists as endangered and threatened species lists.  These 
concerns were raised by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS), which 

                                                           
88 U.S. EPA, A Screening Procedure for the Impacts of Air Pollution Sources on Plants, Soils, and Animals 
(EPA 450/2-81-078), 1980. 
89 Secretary’s Findings, Conclusions of Law, and Final Order for the Thoroughbred Generating Station, 
Commonwealth of Kentucky Environmental and Public Protection Cabinet File No. DAQ-26003-037 and 
DAQ-26048-037. 
90 http://www.fs.fed.us/mntp/. 
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administers the Midewin, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and 
the Illinois Department of Natural Resources (DNR).  The USFS had 
specific concerns that the release of VOC, NOx, SO2, PM10, CO, and HCl 
emissions would adversely affect the resources at Midewin.91  The Illinois 
DNR noted “direct application of the [NAAQS] standards to all flora and 
fauna associated with the permit action may not be sufficient to address all 
potential endpoints at this site.”92  Based on these objections and because 
the Illinois EPA failed to sufficiently address the objections, the EPA 
Environmental Appeals Board remanded the permit.  

 
The proposed Pee Dee facility is not located next to any state or federally 
designated lands receiving protection equivalent to Midewin.  Federal and 
state agencies did not express similar concerns to the Department on the 
Pee Dee permit. 

 
g. Sulfuric acid was not adequately addressed in the modeling. 

 
There is no national ambient sulfuric acid standard to use in evaluating the 
sulfuric acid emissions of the Santee Cooper Pee Dee plant.  South Carolina, 
however, has set maximum allowable concentrations (MAC) for air toxics 
emissions under S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 8 - Toxic Air 
Pollutants (Standard No. 8).93  It should be noted that Standard No. 8 contains 
an exemption for sources subject to Section 112(g)94 and also for sources that 
burn virgin fuels.95  However, due to concerns over air toxics impacts, Santee 
Cooper voluntarily submitted sulfuric acid air dispersion modeling96 in 
response to comments received on the draft PSD permit.  The modeling was 
reviewed by the Department and the results were compared to the MAC for 
sulfuric acid emissions of 10.00 µg/m3.  The analysis resulted in a sulfuric 
acid concentration of 0.57 µg/m3. 

 
h. PM2.5 was not adequately addressed in the modeling. 

 
PM2.5 is regulated under section 110 of the federal Clean Air Act97 and is 
therefore a regulated NSR pollutant as defined in South Carolina 
regulations.98  However, EPA did not promulgate final PM2.5  implementation 
rules until May 16, 2008,99 which was after the draft PSD permit was issued 
(December 2007).  Because of this, the Department did not have state or 
federal PM2.5  implementation rules during the review of the permit 

                                                           
91 In re: Indeck-Elwood, LLC, Environmental Appeals Board, PSD Appeal No. 03-04 (Sep. 27, 2006). 
92 In re: Indeck-Elwood, LLC, Environmental Appeals Board, PSD Appeal No. 03-04 (Sep. 27, 2006). 
93 http://www.scdhec.net/environment/baq/docs/regs/word/R61-62_5S8.doc. 
94 S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 8, Section I.D.(1) (Supp. 2007). 
95 S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 8, Section I (Supp. 2007). 
96 Date and title of document Santee Cooper submitted sulfuric acid modeling 
97 Clean Air Act § 110, and 40 CFR § 50.13. 
98 S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, Standard 2 (Supp. 2007). 
99 73 FR 28321. 
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application. The approach used for assessing PM2.5 is discussed below and in 
Response Category “E”. 

 
Several comments were raised about the following issues concerning PM2.5. 

 
i. EPA’s PM10 surrogate guidance for PM2.5 is not binding on regulatory 

authorities with SIP-approved NSR permitting program. 
 

See the discussion addressing this comment under the Response Category 
“E”. 

 
ii. No air quality modeling was performed to assess ambient PM2.5 

concentrations attributable to the Pee Dee project. 
 

While current regulations do not require PM2.5 modeling, subsequent to 
issuance of the draft PSD permit, Santee Cooper and the Department have 
conducted ambient air quality modeling to assess the impact of the Pee 
Dee project on PM2.5 concentrations.100  Predicted concentrations were 
compared with the primary and secondary PM2.5 NAAQS established to 
protect human health and welfare.  (The primary and secondary standards 
are identical.  See further discussion on NAAQS under Health Impacts 
below.)  EPA has not yet issued PSD increments for PM2.5, and therefore 
the PM2.5 NAAQS are the only PM2.5 ambient limits currently available 
for direct comparison with modeling results. 

 
The PM2.5 modeling evaluations were performed assuming that PM2.5 
emissions from the proposed coal boilers and crushers are equal to total 
estimated PM10 emissions including condensables.  The remaining sources 
were modeled using available PM2.5 emission factors and rates.  This is a 
conservative approach and helps reduce the possibility that PM2.5 impacts 
were underestimated. 

 
Modeling results were compared to the PM2.5 NAAQS which are an 
annual average of 15 µg/m3 and a 24-hour average of 35 µg/m3 (achieved 
when the 98th percentile 24-hour concentration is less than or equal to the 
standard).  Santee Cooper reported predicted concentrations from the 
modeling evaluations of 0.65 µg/m3 for the annual average (highest annual 
average of the five modeled years), and 3.60 µg/m3 for the 24-hour 
average (highest three year rolling average of the 98th percentile 
concentrations).  Santee Cooper reported total concentrations, including 
representative background concentrations from the Department’s Winyah 

                                                           
100 Consistent with EPA’s policy on use of the PM10 surrogate approach, the Department’s position is that 
PM2.5 modeling is not a requirement of the PSD permitting process for the Pee Dee project.  Therefore, 
having PM2.5 modeling results available for public review prior to issuance of the draft permit was not 
mandatory.  The PM2.5 modeling evaluation reports are available for inspection in the project files for the 
final permit. 
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monitoring station, of 13.6 ug/m3 (annual) and 34.4 ug/m3 (24-hour 
average).  The Department reviewed the modeling results submitted by 
Santee Cooper and reran the modeling to verify the results.  The predicted 
PM2.5 concentrations obtained by the Department were 0.7 ug/m3 for the 
annual average (highest annual average of the five modeled years) and 5 
ug/m3 for the 24-hour average (highest second high for the five modeled 
years, which is more conservative than the 98th percentile concentration 
used by Santee Cooper).  Total concentrations obtained by the 
Department, including background concentrations from the H L Sneed 
Middle School monitoring station, were 13.3 ug/m3 (annual) and 34 ug/m3 
(24-hour average).  Both methods produced results that are below the 
respective PM2.5 NAAQS for each averaging period.  Santee Cooper 
reviewed monitoring data from the two closest PM2.5 monitoring stations 
operated by the Department for their analysis.  The H L Sneed Middle 
School station is the closest to the proposed facility and is more 
representative meteorologically, but Santee Cooper chose to use data from 
the Winyah station in their analysis because it is slightly more 
conservative for the 24-hr standard (the annual average calculated by 
Santee Cooper for both stations was 12.9 ug/m3).  Santee Cooper did not 
realize, however, that the data posted on the Department’s web site 
included data for a partial year of monitoring at the Winyah site and 
should not be used for modeling analyses.  The Department used data 
from the H L Sneed Middle School site, a suburban site just outside the 
Florence city limits, as a conservative background for the rural Santee Pee 
Dee facility location.  The Department used the three year design value for 
the Sneed site as the background concentration rather than the maximum 
three-year rolling average used by Santee Cooper in order to match the 
form of the PM2.5 annual NAAQS.  The design value for the Sneed site is 
slightly lower, at 12.6 ug/m3, than the 12.9 ug/m3 number calculated by 
Santee Cooper. 

 
iii. The health impacts of PM2.5 emissions were not assessed. 

 
Recognizing the importance of PM2.5 concentrations in the atmosphere, 
EPA initially adopted primary NAAQS for PM2.5 in 1997 for protection of 
human health.101  These original PM2.5 NAAQS were stated on an annual 
average basis and on a 24-hour average basis.  After additional research, 
EPA revised the 24-hour average NAAQS for PM2.5 in 2006 to provide 
additional human health protection.102

 
As discussed above, PM2.5 modeling for the Pee Dee project indicates 
compliance with the health-based NAAQS. 

 

                                                           
101 62 FR 38652, July 18, 1997. 
102 71 FR 61236, October 17, 2006. 
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iv. The Department should require more stringent health standards for PM2.5 
than the national ambient air quality standards established by EPA. 

 
The Department has no regulatory basis for imposing more stringent 
ambient standards and has adopted the federal PM2.5 primary NAAQS as 
the standards for human health protection, not just for the Pee Dee project, 
but throughout the state of South Carolina. 

 
i. The meteorological data used in the modeling were not representative of the 

conditions at the location proposed for the facility.  The following concerns 
were raised about quality of meteorological data: 

 
The meteorological data used in the modeling were provided to Trinity 
Consultants (Trinity) by the Department.  The data set for Columbia was one 
of seven data sets that were available at the time and was the most 
representative of meteorology at the proposed Pee Dee facility.  The data set 
was based on 1987-91 observations recorded at the National Weather Service 
(NWS) station at the Columbia Metropolitan Airport.  These observations 
were processed by the Department to be used in PSD modeling analyses.  The 
other data sets were based on data measured at Charleston and Greenville-
Spartanburg, South Carolina, Augusta and Savannah, Georgia, and Charlotte 
and Wilmington, North Carolina. 

 
i. The Columbia, South Carolina airport meteorological data are unreliable 

for Class II PSD and NAAQS compliance air dispersion modeling. 
 

EPA recommends using NWS data for air quality modeling in the absence 
of at least one year of data measured on-site.103  Furthermore, the 
suitability of the data should be judged on the basis of whether 
climatological, spatial and surface character conditions at the 
meteorological site are representative of the facility site.104  Although 
distance between the meteorological and facility sites should be 
considered as part of this judgment, it is only one factor in the overall 
assessment.  The actual similarity of the sites relative to climatology, 
terrain and land use collectively carries more weight in the comparison. 

 
ii. The Columbia airport data are not representative of the proposed facility. 

 
Of the available NWS data sets, Columbia was judged to be the most 
climatologically representative of the Santee Cooper site.  The NWS sites 
closest to the facility location are Charleston, Columbia and Wilmington, 
being approximately 75 miles to the south, 93 miles to the west and 93 
miles to the east, respectively, from the facility location.  Even though 
Charleston is the closest site, both it and Wilmington are affected by 

                                                           
103 40 C.F.R. Part 51, Appendix W (2007). 
104 40 C.F.R. Part 51, Appendix W (2007). 
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weather elements unique to the near-coastal environment (frequent 
land/sea breeze circulations, for example) that make these sites less 
representative from a climatological standpoint than Columbia.  In fact, 
the overall climatology of the Columbia site, relative to meteorological 
factors important to air quality modeling, is very similar to that at the 
Santee Cooper site, as judged by Department meteorologists. 

 
Columbia is also spatially representative of the facility site.  The 
topographic features between the two sites are quite similar, with no 
significant terrain in the immediate vicinity of either site or intervening 
terrain between the sites.105  Distance between the meteorological station 
and the facility becomes much less of an issue when the topography is so 
similar.106

 
A land use evaluation was performed comparing the Columbia Airport and 
the proposed Pee Dee site and that discussion was included in the Class II 
modeling report.107  While there are differences in the actual land use 
characterization between the sites, the surface characteristics used in 
processing the Columbia meteorological data are quite similar to those at 
the facility site.  For example, the average surface roughness length 
incorporated in the processing of the meteorological data is 0.652 meters, 
which is very similar to the average surface roughness length of 0.692 
meters at the facility, as analyzed by Trinity.  EPA’s AERMOD 
Implementation Guide states that AERMOD is generally more sensitive to 
variations in surface roughness compared to the other two surface 
characteristics used by AERMOD, albedo and Bowen ratio.108  The 
Department reviewed the land use discussion in the Class II modeling 
protocol and confirmed that the land use (and thus surface characteristics) 
at Columbia is representative of that at the modeling site. 

 
The commenter may have misunderstood the portion of Department 
modeling guidelines (“Guidelines”)109 referring to urban/rural 
classification, and the effect of such on whether the Columbia land use is 
representative of the facility site.  The Guidelines present two methods 
based on EPA guidance that may be used to determine urban versus rural 
classification.  One is based on land use and the other on population 
density with the former being the preferred method.110  The statement in 
the Guidelines cited by the commenter [“…Typically the areas in the large 
metropolitan areas of the state (Greenville/Spartanburg, Columbia, and 

                                                           
105 Santee Cooper Response to Public Comments on The Draft PSD Permit For the Pee Dee Generating 
Station, Appendix O, July 15. 2008. 
106 Santee Cooper Response to Public Comments on The Draft PSD Permit For the Pee Dee Generating 
Station, Page 38, July 15. 2008. 
107 Trinity Consultants, Class II Air Quality Modeling Report, August 2007. 
108 http://www.epa.gov/scram001/7thconf/aermod/aermod_implmtn_guide_09jan2008.pdf. 
109 http://www.scdhec.net/environment/baq/docs/modeling/modguide.pdf. 
110 40 C.F.R. Part 51, Appendix W (2007). 
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Charleston) will meet one of the above definitions of urban”] does not 
guarantee that any particular site will be classified as urban.  The 
classification must be based on one of the aforementioned methods.  The 
land use method, performed by the Department, based on National Land 
Cover Data (NLCD) for 2001 shows the Columbia Metropolitan Airport 
site is classified as “rural,” the same classification as the Santee Cooper 
site. 

 
The commenter expressed concern that the Columbia airport data are 
based on observations reported just once per hour rather than an hourly 
average computed from several measurements taken during the hour.  First 
of all, observations at a frequency greater than once per hour were not 
routinely recorded at NWS sites during 1987-91, and were therefore not 
available at the time Trinity conducted the Santee Cooper modeling.  This 
is acceptable according to the EPA since the EPA sanctions the use of 
NWS data for modeling purposes, as stated above.111  However, even if 
greater frequency data were available, the process of averaging shorter-
term measurements to create hourly observations is not necessarily more 
accurate for modeling purposes.  For example, if the wind were to blow 10 
mph from the east for 30 minutes and then 10 mph from the west for 30 
minutes (which could occur during a frontal passage, for instance), the 
vector-averaged wind would be 0 mph (calm).  That result would no better 
represent an hourly condition than would the standard airport observation 
taken once per hour.  EPA is currently conducting further studies to 
determine whether the use of greater than hourly frequency wind 
observations is warranted when and where they are available. 

 
The concern about the number of calm hours in the Columbia data set is 
unfounded.  Over the entire five-year meteorological data period, 12.4% 
of the Columbia wind observations were reported as calm (defined as 
wind speed < 2 knots, the instrument detection threshold).112  This is not 
an unusually high number compared to the other six aforementioned1987-
91 NWS data sets prepared by the Department. The number of calms for 
these data sets range from 7%-20%.  EPA has included algorithms in 
AERMOD to reduce the model sensitivity to calm observations and to 
eliminate from the modeled predictions much of the dilution effect that is 
introduced by calm hours.113  In the case of the Columbia meteorological 
data, the number of calms are comparable to other NWS meteorological 
data sets in the region, and the calm hours are well-distributed throughout 

                                                           
111 40 C.F.R. Part 51, Appendix W (2007). 
112 http://www.nws.noaa.gov/asos/pdfs/aum-toc.pdf. 
113 The calms processing routine is discussed in section 8.3.4 of the Guideline on Air Quality Models. As an 
example of this approach, the 24-hour concentration is computed based on the sum of all valid (non-calm) 
concentrations divided by the number of valid hours.  If there are six calm hours in a 24-hour period, those 
six hours would be assigned zero concentration values by the model.  AERMOD then computes the 24-
hour concentration as the sum of the hourly concentrations, divided by 18 (number of hours in the period 
minus the number of calm hours). 
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the modeled period. 
 

The concerns about the “profile” file used in the modeling appear to be 
based on incorrect information.  There are two meteorological data files 
produced by AERMET for each year of data that serve as input files for 
AERMOD:  a profile file and a surface file.  The main purpose of the 
profile file is to contain multiple levels of on-site data, when available.  
For example, in the case of an on-site tower, this may consist of wind 
and/or temperature readings at a few levels ranging in height from a few 
meters to several tens of meters (usually not to a height of several hundred 
meters as implied by the commenter).  On the other hand, when NWS 
upper air data files are used (a practice sanctioned by EPA), data are 
extracted up to a height of approximately 5000 meters.  These data are not 
stored in the profile file.  Instead, the extracted data are used by AERMET 
to compute boundary layer parameters (mixing heights, for example) that 
are stored in the surface input file and eventually used by AERMOD to 
perform dispersion calculations. 

 
iii. Preconstruction meteorological monitoring should have been conducted to 

establish site-specific meteorological values. 
 

As discussed above, the EPA’s Guideline on Air Quality Models describes 
how NWS data are acceptable for use in dispersion modeling and supports 
the conclusion that the Columbia NWS data are appropriate here. The 
most important considerations are representativeness of the data (and 
collection site), as discussed above, and whether all of the typical 
meteorological conditions for an application site are captured in the 
modeled dataset.  This is why five years of NWS data are required in 
permit modeling.  The assumption is that over any given five-year period, 
the average meteorological pattern (climate) will be captured.  By contrast, 
it is much less likely that a single year of on-site data collection would 
yield either a typical or worst-case set of meteorological conditions for a 
given location.  Therefore, as long as suitable NWS data are available, 
these data are valid for use in modeling. 

 
The use of NWS data is routine in almost all PSD-level modeling 
analyses, including recently permitted power plant projects (e.g., Longleaf 
Energy in Georgia114 and Duke Energy Cliffside in North Carolina115).  In 
certain special cases, on-site data collection has been required, but these 
cases are generally limited to situations where there is complex terrain 
surrounding the facility, or where there are complex wind patterns (such as 
frequent land/sea breezes or mountain/valley breezes).  None of those 
circumstances are present at the location of the proposed Santee Cooper 
facility in southern Florence County.  

                                                           
114 http://www.georgiaair.org/airpermit/psd/dockets/longleaf/facilitydocs/Longleaf_PSD_Applic.pdf.
115 http://daq.state.nc.us/permits/psd/docs/cliffside/Updated_Class_II_Modeling.pdf.
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Finally, the commenter specifically references three instances where on-
site data were required to be collected. Two of them, Granite Fox Power 
and Newmont Nevada, are in complex terrain situations.  The closest 
NWS station to the Granite Fox Power facility is 85 miles away, with 
complex terrain between the two sites.  The closest NWS station to the 
Newmont Nevada facility is 35 miles away, with sharp terrain features in 
the immediate vicinity of each site decreasing the likelihood that the NWS 
meteorological data would be representative of conditions at the facility.  
The third instance , Santa Barbara County, California, is in a very unique 
setting, with the ocean to the south and significant terrain to the north, thus 
meeting both special cases described above. 

 
j. Class I and Class II Visibility modeling was not adequate. 

 
Concerns were raised about the following issues related to visibility: 

 
i. The emission limits and compliance averaging times should reflect 

emission rates used for Class I visibility modeling analyses, and boiler 
limits should reflect the rates of 0.12 lb/million Btu or 8.21 tons/day.  A 
statement should be added in the Preliminary Determination that the 
visibility modeling used a short-term emission rate of 0.12 lb SO2/million 
Btu based on a 24-hour average. 

 
The boilers were modeled at 0.12 lb/million Btu each (684 lb/hr each) for 
the annual, and 24-hour averaging periods.  The boilers were modeled at 
twice this rate (1368 lb/hr each) for the 3-hour SO2 averaging period.  The 
boilers were modeled through a common stack.  Therefore, the limits in 
the permit are conservative when compared to the total emission rate that 
was modeled, and no additional ton/day limit is required. 

 
ii. The Department ignored significant Class I air quality related value 

impacts and scrutinized meteorological data only when it benefited Santee 
Cooper. 

 
The meteorological data set used in the modeling was the standard data set 
prepared by the Department for PSD modeling analyses.  The data were 
not reanalyzed for days with extinction coefficient above 5% or below 5%. 

 
iii. An equitable analysis of weather events for visibility impairment should 

have been required. 
 

EPA has developed two guidance documents for VISCREEN modeling: a 
user’s guide and a tutorial to assist with the application of the model 
itself.116  To address the one percentile worst-case meteorological 

                                                           
116 http://www.epa.gov/scram001/dispersion_screening.htm#viscreen. 
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conditions, these guidance documents provide two different methods that 
can be used to determine the worst-case meteorological conditions for use 
in the Level II analysis.  Neither of the methods is described as “preferred” 
and both are considered to be valid. 

 
Santee Cooper used the tutorial approach to calculate a worst-case 
meteorological condition of E stability and a 5 m/s wind speed.  The 
Department used the users guide to determine a worst-case meteorological 
condition of E stability and a 3 m/s wind speed.  The guidance documents 
provide two different approaches to analyze the data, resulting in slightly 
different conditions.  The tutorial approach used by Santee Cooper 
evaluated worst-case meteorological conditions for each of the five data 
years (1987-1991) to determine the worst-case dispersion characteristics.  
The user’s guide procedure used by the Department analyzed the full, five-
year (1987-1991) dataset to determine the one-percentile worst-case 
meteorological condition for persistence and frequency of occurrence.   
This one-percentile worst-case meteorology is indicative of the worst-day 
plume visual impacts when the probability of worst-case meteorological 
conditions is coupled with the probability of other factors being ideal for 
maximizing the plume visual impacts. 

 
The only visibility sensitive area within the vicinity of the Santee Cooper 
Pee Dee project was the Lake City Municipal Airport.  There are no other 
areas matching the definition of a visibility sensitive area (state and 
national parks, monuments, airports, etc.) that are located closer to the 
project location.  The impacts at Lake City Municipal Airport were 
evaluated against the VISCREEN criteria and passed using both analysis 
methods.  Descriptions of this are included in Santee Cooper’s Class II 
Modeling Report for the tutorial method used by Santee Cooper117 and in 
the Department’s preliminary modeling determination report for the user’s 
guide approach.118

 
iv. Modeled background ammonia levels are unacceptably low. 

 
The IWAQM guidance recommends the ammonia value used in the 
modeling be set between 0.5 ppb for forested areas and 10 ppb for 
grasslands.119  The inland portions of the modeling domain for the Santee 
Cooper Pee Dee project are predominantly forested, with the remainder of 
the domain over the Atlantic Ocean.  Based on the IWAQM guidance, the 
use of a 0.5 ppb ammonia background level would appear appropriate for 
this analysis. 

 

                                                           
117 Trinity Consultants, Class II Air Quality Modeling Report, Revision 2, August 2007. 
118 SC DHEC, Air Dispersion Modeling Summary Sheet, September 24, 2007. 
119 U.S. EPA, IWAQM Phase 2 Summary Report and Recommendations for Modeling Long-Range 
Transport Impacts, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, EPA-454/R-95-006, 1995. 
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A further review also validates the choice of 0.5 ppb rather than 10 ppb as 
the background concentration for ammonia.  The IWAQM guidance 
values of 0.5 ppb for forested areas and 10 ppb for grasslands are based on 
the values in a study by Langford, et al.120

 
 The Langford study reports 

mean values ranging from 0.3 ppb in coastal and forested sites to greater 
than 10 ppb in grasslands.  These measured values are for periods from 
May to October only, and some data do not include night-time values.  As 
discussed in the Langford paper, ammonia levels are expected to be lower 
in winter months (by as much as an order of magnitude) and during night-
time hours (by a factor of two).121  As a result, the 0.5 ppb value selected 
represents a conservatively high level of ammonia.  Further, the 10 ppb 
study areas listed as grassland are located in Colorado and Kansas.  The 
atmospheric chemistry in these regions differs substantially from eastern 
South Carolina.  The Langford study lists measured data in North Inlet, 
South Carolina, which is less than 50 miles away from the proposed Pee 
Dee facility.  The North Inlet data range from 0.14 to 0.75 ppb with a 
mean of 0.3 ppb.  Therefore, a value of 0.5 ppb used in the model is higher 
than average summertime values (which are conservatively high) in the 
local region. 

 
At the request of the FWS,122 Trinity conducted a sensitivity analysis for 
the background ammonia level123 to assess predicted impacts using 0.5 
ppb and 1.0 ppb.  The results of that sensitivity analysis, using double the 
suggested value for ammonia concentrations, indicate that visibility 
impacts would increase only very slightly and would not change the 
conclusion that emissions from the Santee Cooper Pee Dee facility would 
not create an adverse impact on visibility.  Thus, the available information 
supports the choice of an ammonia concentration of 0.5 ppb as 
conservative and indicates that there would not be an adverse impact on 
visibility at an even more conservative background concentration of 1.0 
ppb. 

 
v. Class II visibility modeling uses unreliable meteorological data. 

 
See the discussion under Quality of Meteorological Data for additional 
details on the quality of the meteorological data used for modeling 

                                                           
120 Langford, A. O., F. C. Fehsenfeld, J. Zachariassen, and D. S. Schimel, “Gaseous Ammonia Fluxes and 
Background Concentrations in Terrestrial Ecosystems of the United States”, Global Biogeochemical 
Cycles, Vol 6., No. 4, pp. 459-483. 
121 Langford, A. O., F. C. Fehsenfeld, J. Zachariassen, and D. S. Schimel, “Gaseous Ammonia Fluxes and 
Background Concentrations in Terrestrial Ecosystems of the United States”, Global Biogeochemical 
Cycles, Vol 6., No. 4, pp. 459-483. 
122 Meeting between Santee Cooper, Trinity Consultants, FWS, and NPS, March 22, 2006. 
123 Class I Area Air Quality Modeling Report, South Carolina Public Service Authority Pee Dee 
Construction Site, July 2006, available from: 
http://www.scdhec.gov/environment/baq/docs/santeecooper/Class%20I%20Modeling%20Analysis%20Initi
al.pdf

 68

http://www.scdhec.gov/environment/baq/docs/SanteeCooper/Class%20I%20Modeling%20Analysis%20Initial.pdf
http://www.scdhec.gov/environment/baq/docs/SanteeCooper/Class%20I%20Modeling%20Analysis%20Initial.pdf


purposes. 
 

k. The impacts on the Cape Romain National Wildlife Refuge were not 
adequately evaluated. 

 
Concerns were raised about the following issues related to the Cape Romain 
impacts: 

 
i. This proposed project would have potential adverse impacts on several 

wildlife habitats located near and downriver from the proposed site and 
including the Cape Romain National Wildlife Refuge.  The Department 
should deny the permit based on concerns raised by FWS regarding 
adverse impacts to the Cape Romain National Wildlife Refuge. 

 
The FWS was involved in the review of impacts on the Cape Romain 
National Wildlife Refuge and provided comments to the Department on 
the draft permit.  They expressed concerns regarding sulfur deposition, 
regional haze and mercury; however, they did not find that the proposed 
facility would adversely impact Cape Romain.  FWS provided the 
following statement regarding visibility impacts: “The follow-on analyses 
results for the proposed Santee Cooper facility were within the acceptable 
range for visibility impacts.”124  In addition, all of the other PSD analyses 
(including the health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
analyses and the Class I and Class II PSD increment analyses) were within 
acceptable parameters.125

 
ii. The project is expected to result in sulfur deposition more than twice the 

Deposition Analysis Threshold (DAT) applicable to the area.  This 
deposition could negatively impact Cape Romain soils, waters, and 
wildlife habitat such that other options or alternatives having lower effect 
should be considered. 

 
The FWS raised a concern about the proposed increase in SO2 emissions 
from the Pee Dee facility related to sulfur deposition on coastal forest 
locations in the Cape Romain NWR – specifically, the potential impacts of 
“additional sulfur deposition” on Cape Romain that might result from the 
conversion of the SO2 emissions to sulfates in the atmosphere.  The FWS 
requested that further consideration be given to options that could “reduce 
the effect of sulfur deposition at Cape Romain NWR.” 

 
Reductions in SO2 emissions were scheduled to take place as a result of 
the Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR).  However, since CAIR was vacated 
by a federal court, there is some uncertainty as to the exact magnitude of 
the SO2 reductions that will be realized in the future.  While it is difficult 

                                                           
124 Letter to Ms. Rhonda Thompson (DHEC) from Sandra Silva (FWS) (Oct. 3, 2007). 
125 Letter to Ms. Rhonda Thompson (DHEC) from Sandra Silva (FWS) (Oct. 3, 2007). 
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to predict what will happen as a result of the CAIR vacatur, the 
Department anticipates that regulations similar to, or more stringent than, 
CAIR will ultimately be enacted.  Furthermore, under the RHR, SO2 
reductions are recognized as a key factor in making it possible for South 
Carolina to reach regional haze goals.  The Department will conduct a 
mid-point review of South Carolina’s regional haze SIP in 2013 that will 
compare predicted emissions with those actually realized under a revised 
CAIR program.  At that point, should realized reductions be insufficient to 
insure the Department’s RHR goal is met, the Department has the 
authority under the RHR to secure additional controls at any of the state’s 
permitted facilities, including the Santee Cooper Pee Dee facility.126  
Thus, whether through the CAIR program or the RHR process, the 
Department is confident that significant overall SO2 reductions will be 
realized and that the sulfur load on the Cape Romain NWR will be 
significantly reduced in the future, even with the increased potential 
emissions from the Santee Cooper Pee Dee facility. 

 
Additional information was previously discussed above for regional haze. 

 
iii. The region surrounding the proposed plant location is already impaired by 

elevated mercury levels and could be further impaired by additional 
mercury emissions from the proposed facility; (see discussion in Response 
Category “I”. 

 
The EPA has not set national ambient air quality standards for HAP 
emissions. Therefore, there is no national ambient mercury standard to use 
in assessing the impacts of mercury emissions of the Pee Dee plant.  South 
Carolina, however, has established maximum allowable concentrations 
(MAC) for air toxics emissions under S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, Standard 
No. 8 - Toxic Air Pollutants (Standard No. 8).127  It should be noted that 
Standard No. 8 contains exemptions for sources subject to Section 112(g) 
and also for sources that burn virgin fuels.128  However; due to concerns 
over mercury impacts, Santee Cooper voluntarily submitted mercury air 
dispersion modeling129 in response to comments received on the draft PSD 
permit.  The modeling was reviewed by the Department and the results 
were compared to the MAC for mercury emissions of 0.25 µg/m3.130 The 
analysis resulted in a mercury concentration less than 1% of the standard. 
See the “modeling” response to comments for further details on the 
analysis. 

                                                           
126 40 C.F.R. Part 51.308 also, SC DHEC, Regional Haze State Implementation Plan for South Carolina 
Class I Federal Areas, Page 108 December 21, 2007. 
127 http://www.scdhec.net/environment/baq/docs/regs/word/R61-62_5S8.doc. 
128 S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 8, Sections I.D.(1) and I (Supp. 2007). 
129 Santee Cooper Comments on Draft PSD Permit for Proposed Pee Dee Facility, January 22, 2008. 
Appendix E. 
130  SC DHEC, Air Dispersion Modeling Summary of Voluntary Additional Modeling for the Santee Cooper 
Pee Dee Facility Permit Number 1040-0113, December 12, 2008. 
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Mercury Modeling Analysis 

Pollutant CAS Number Normalized 
Concentration (μg/m3) 

24-hour Impact 
(μg/m3) 

Standard 
(μg/m3) 

% of 
Standard 

Mercury 7439-97-6 0.16 0.0003 0.25 0.1 
Normalized concentration is based on 2 g/sec (or 1 g/sec from each boiler). 
24-hour impact = 0.16 μg/m3 / 2 * 0.0033 g/sec 
 

l. PM10 increment modeling and PSD increment consumption were not 
adequately addressed.  The following concerns were raised about PM10 
increment modeling. 

 
Following are some general concepts regarding the PM10 increment modeling 
before addressing each of the concerns: 
 

• The material handling sources (with the exception of those routed to a 
control device) are low-level releases from storage piles or material 
drop points and are modeled without a release velocity. Due to the 
poor dispersion characteristics of these sources, they are not well-
mixed within the atmosphere, leading to higher impacts near their 
release location. As a result, these sources account for a majority of the 
modeled impacts on the highest impact days. 

• Increment analyses are allowed to be based on actual emissions.131 132  
In this case, however potential emission rates, not actual emissions, 
were modeled for all sources, yielding higher modeled impacts than 
would actually be expected to occur.  Therefore, the increment 
analyses provide a conservative estimate of impacts. 

• The highest impacts predicted by the model are isolated to the area 
immediately adjacent to the plant.  Appendix B of the Class II Area 
Modeling Report133 shows the impacts at each receptor near the 
facility for 1990 (worst-case year) for the 24-hour increment.  The 
impacts drop off sharply with distance from the facility.  When 
compared to the 24-hr increment of 91 µg/m3, only four receptors 
exceed 26 µg/m3 and only twelve receptors exceed 20 µg/m3.  The 
worst-case impacts for all other years are below 25.2 µg/m3. 

• The material handling sources were assumed to operate at the 
maximum short-term production capacity for 8,760 hours per year. 
This results in an overestimation of emissions for the following 
reasons: 

 

                                                           
131 Prevention of Significant Deterioration New Source Review: Refinement of Increment Modeling 
Procedures; Proposed Rule, 72 Fed. Reg. 31372 (Jun. 6, 2007). 
132 New Source Review Workshop Manual, Prevention of Significant Deterioration and Nonattainment 
Area Permitting, Page C-10, October 1990. 
133 Trinity Consultants, Class II Air Quality Modeling Report, Revision 2, August 2007. 
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o The material handling equipment will not typically operate at 
its maximum production rate (i.e., the equipment capacity).  
The two boilers could not process the amount of material that 
the material handling equipment could generate at the 
maximum production rate over a long period of time. 

o The material handling equipment does not operate 24 hours per 
day and, for safety reasons, typically does not operate in the 
night-time hours.  Although Santee Cooper cannot control 
when coal trains arrive, and therefore may need to unload a 
train at night, other material handling activities such as loading 
the coal silos from the coal piles will usually take place during 
the day.  Night-time hours generally produce the highest 
modeled ambient impacts from low-level emission sources due 
to atmospheric stability at that time. 

o The generation of emissions from both storage piles and 
material transfer points is based on wind speed. Storage pile 
emissions will occur only when wind speeds exceed 
approximately 12 miles per hour (mph),134 but these emissions 
were modeled at every hour. The worst-case impacts from the 
storage piles occur at low wind speeds due to reduced 
dispersion.  During these low-wind speed hours, there will be 
no actual emissions from storage piles, but the model 
conservatively predicts the highest impacts during these hours.  
Specifically, during the 24-hour period with the highest impact 
for the five-year period modeled (November 15, 1990), the 
wind speed never exceeded the 12 mph threshold.135  The 
average speed for that 24-hour period is 4.25 mph excluding 
calm hours and 3.19 mph including calm hours. The maximum 
wind speed during this 24-hour period is 9.17 mph.  Therefore, 
although minimal (if any) emissions of wind-generated PM 
would actually be created, the modeled impacts from storage 
piles are still considered. 

o In addition to the storage piles, the material transfer emissions 
will be lower during periods of low wind speeds. However, 
these emissions are assumed to be the same each hour 
regardless of wind speed.    

o No control efficiency was included for watering of the storage 
piles and material transfer points.  The piles will be routinely 
watered, and emissions reductions from watering can be as 
high as 90%.136 137 

                                                           
134 Kinsey, J. And Cowherd, C., “Fugitive Emissions” in Buonicore, A. And Davis, W., eds., Air Pollution 
Engineering Manual, Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1992. 
135 Santee Cooper Response to Public Comments on The Draft PSD Permit For the Pee Dee Generating 
Station, Page 42, July 15. 2008. 
136 Kinsey, J. And Cowherd, C., “Fugitive Emissions” in Buonicore, A. And Davis, W., eds., Air Pollution 
Engineering Manual, Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1992. 
137 EPA AP-42, Section 13.2.4 Aggregate Handling and Storage Piles, November 2006. 
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o The control efficiency for dust collectors on the material 
handling sources is conservatively assumed to be 99%. 

o Each cooling tower was modeled using the original proposed 
PM10 emission rate of 4.66 lb/hr, based on 0.005% drift loss.  
The revised draft permit limit is now based on 0.0005% drift 
loss, resulting in a new PM10 emission rate of 0.466 lb/hr for 
each cooling tower. 

 
i. Corrections made to the modeling analyses would result in a higher PM10 

increment consumption than the level stated in the modeling analysis of 
the Preliminary Determination (93%). 

 
The commenter claims that additional years of meteorological data should 
be reviewed, and notes that the percentage of time the wind speed 
exceeded 12 mph for the modeled period (1987 to 1991) is 13.21%.138

 
To address this concern, Santee Cooper conducted additional modeling 
using the assumption that winds were stronger than 12 mph 13.21% of the 
time.  As shown below, the modeled 24-hr impacts would still remain 
below the standard of 30 µg/m3, even using all of the conservative 
assumptions noted above (including, in particular, the use of a value for 
cooling tower drift loss that is ten times higher than the revised design 
value). 

 
High 2nd High 
24-Hr Impact 

Contribution 
from Storage 

Piles 

Factor increase 
due to emission 
factor change 

Revised Storage 
Pile 

Contribution 

Revised 
Total 

Class II 
Increment 

µg/m3 µg/m3 -- µg/m3 µg/m3 µg/m3

27.9 4.6 1.36 6.3 29.6 30 
 

ii. The modeling analysis failed to use reliable meteorological data. 
 

See the discussion of the Quality of Meteorological Data in Section F.3.i. 
above. 

 
iii. The modeling failed to use proper wind speeds in calculation of material 

handling and storage pile fugitive emissions. 
 

The commenter claims that the wind speeds selected to calculate fugitive 
dust emissions are based on an inappropriately short period of time.  It is 
also commented that, if a longer period is used, the wind speed increases, 
thereby resulting in increased emission rates which, if used in the 

                                                           
138 SELC Comments, p. 104. Elsewhere in its comments (p. 101), SELC states that this percentage is 
15.08%, and has apparently used 15.08% in its emission calculations and modeling results.  However, the 
15.08% value appears to correspond to the percentage of time winds were greater than 12 mph if calm 
hours are excluded. Because calm hours by definition would not be above 12 mph, excluding them from 
the percentage calculation of hours above 12 mph erroneously inflates the calculated value. 
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modeling, would result in a maximum impact that exceeds the 24-hour 
average Class II PM10 increment.  Santee Cooper properly accounted for 
wind speed in its calculations of fugitive emissions from both material 
transfer operations, and from storage piles. 

 
Material transfers. A mean wind speed is required for use in equation (1) 
of AP-42’s Aggregate Handling and Storage Piles.139  Santee Cooper used 
a mean wind speed of 6.9 mph to calculate emissions from the material 
handling sources.  This wind speed is based on an average of forty-three 
years of historical data at the Columbia, South Carolina airport through 
1991140 (the latest year of modeled meteorological data). 

 
For modeling, five years of meteorological data are used.  The commenter 
processed those data by excluding calm hours (to calculate a mean wind 
speed of 7.96 mph) or alternatively by assuming a value of 1 m/s (2.2 
mph) for calm hours (to calculate a mean wind speed of 7.25 mph).  The 
commenter justifies this approach on the grounds that AERMOD does not 
model calm hours. 

 
Although it is true that AERMOD does not model calm hours (because 
there will be no transport of pollutants during calm hours, and the 
predicted impacts would be zero), it does not ignore their effect on 
modeling.  Instead, AERMOD conducts “calms processing” in which the 
calm hours (up to 25% of total hours) are excluded entirely from the 
model averaging, so that the zero values do not artificially lower the 
ambient impact average. 

 
Further, the exclusion of the calm hours from AERMOD was not related 
in any way to the emission factor development that correlated mean wind 
speed to material handling emissions.  Because calm periods of wind do 
occur naturally, it is reasonable to include these values in the average wind 
speed for emission estimation purposes.  Therefore, the long-term average 
wind speed of 6.9 mph is an appropriate value for calculation of emissions 
from material transfers. 

 
Storage piles. Emissions were calculated based on the storage pile area, 
silt content of material, rain days, and percent of time the winds were 
above 12 mph.141  Unlike the mean wind speed for which long-term data 
are readily available, the percentage of wind speeds greater than 12 mph 
must be calculated from hourly meteorological data.  The most recent year 
of modeled meteorological data was selected for this analysis.  In 1991, 
the percent of hours with wind speeds greater than 12 mph was 9.7%. 

                                                           
139 EPA AP-42, Section 13.2.4 Aggregate Handling and Storage Piles, November 2006. 
140 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Local Climatological Data, Annual Summaries for 
1991. 
141 Control of Open Fugitive Dust Sources, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, EPA-450/3-88-008. 
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iv. The modeling failed to include haul road fugitive emissions. 

 
It is noted that emissions of fugitive dust from haul roads are intermittent 
and highly dependent on meteorological conditions at the site, which 
means that modeling analyses fail to provide useful interpretation of the 
impacts from these sources.142  Additionally, these sources are subject to 
S.C. Regulation 61-62.6, Control of Fugitive Particulate Matter.  
Approaches to control of fugitive emissions are case-by-case and 
dependent on as-built site conditions. For these reasons, the Department 
appropriately has not required a modeling analysis of haul road emissions. 

 
v. The modeling failed to include other emission sources such as the ash 

ponds, coal pile runoff ponds, solid waste landfills, service roads, 
emergency generators and fire pump. 

 
Santee Cooper notes that emissions of fugitive dust from ash ponds, coal 
pile runoff ponds, etc. are intermittent and highly dependent on 
meteorological conditions at the site, which means that modeling analyses 
fail to provide useful interpretation of the impacts from these sources.143  
Additionally, these sources will be subject to S.C. Regulation 61-62.6, 
Control of Fugitive Particulate Matter.  Approaches to control of fugitive 
emissions are case-by-case and dependent on as-built site conditions, and 
it was therefore appropriate not to include them in the modeling analysis.  
Further, the Department specifically exempts from modeling the emissions 
from the emergency generators and fire pump. 

 
vi. The modeling failed to account for particulate deposition and subsequent 

re-suspension. 
 

The commenter claims that the PM10 modeling analyses did not account 
for routine deposition and inevitable re-suspension of deposited PM10 
emissions back into the air by wind erosion or mechanical disturbance.  
The AERMOD model is a steady-state, Gaussian dispersion model, as 
described by EPA guidance,144 which is based on the fundamental 
principle of mass conservation.  Source emissions are dispersed downwind 
based on meteorological conditions each hour, and no mass is lost from a 
plume during that time.  This is a much more conservative modeling 
approach than a deposition and re-suspension method.  If mass were to be 
deposited from the plume to the surface, downwind concentrations would 
be lower because less mass would be present in the plume at those 

                                                           
142 Santee Cooper Response to Public Comments on The Draft PSD Permit For the Pee Dee Generating 
Station, Page 44, July 15. 2008. 
143 Santee Cooper Response to Public Comments on The Draft PSD Permit For the Pee Dee Generating 
Station, Page 44, July 15. 2008. 
144 US EPA, AERMOD: Description of Model Formulation, EPA-454/R-03-004, September 2004. 
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locations.  Further, not all deposited mass would be simultaneously re-
suspended, so the net result would be less plume mass at any given time 
than the AERMOD model would predict. 

 
vii. Verification should be provided that all ambient air impact locations were 

included in the modeling analyses. 
 

Santee Cooper confirms that before commencing construction, it will 
obtain all necessary approvals and will close the existing public 
transportation route through the Pee Dee facility boundaries.145

 
viii. The correct degree of increment consumption has not been made 

available through public notice. 
 

The commenter claims that the alleged underestimation of PM10 emissions 
means that the Department failed to provide adequate notice of the 
“degree of increment consumption that is expected,” as required under the 
regulations.  As demonstrated above, Santee Cooper accurately estimated 
and modeled PM10 emissions.  In addition, the results of these modeling 
analyses were made publicly available along with the rest of the 
application. 

 
ix. All the increment will be used up and no more industry will be allowed. 

 
The PSD increment is a modeled concentration that each source must 
meet, and is not a total that is “consumed” by each facility until it is “used 
up”.  Each new source that submits an application must model and 
demonstrate compliance with S.C. Regulation 61-62.5 Standard 7.  Once 
the facility demonstrates compliance, a construction permit can be issued. 
Should another facility in Florence or the adjoining counties submit a 
construction application requiring a PSD review, the same process as was 
used for the Pee Dee project would be used to construct a modeling 
analysis for predicting the Class II increment consumption in the area.  It 
is entirely possible for that modeling to predict no increase in the predicted 
increment modeling for a new project versus modeling that has been done 
for the Pee Dee project.  This is because the location of additional sources 
may be such that the emissions from those sources may not affect/add to 
the predicted concentration at the maximum receptor identified in the 
modeling for the Santee Cooper Pee Dee project.  Also, emission 
inventories change constantly, so a new inventory would have to be 
compiled for each new project requiring a cumulative Class II increment 
analysis.  This new emissions inventory would take into account any 
emissions increases and decreases (due to shut-downs or other reductions 
in emissions) since the Pee Dee modeling.  Thus, it is possible even that 

                                                           
145 Santee Cooper Response to Public Comments on the Draft PSD Permit for Pee Dee Generating Station, 
July 15, 2008. 
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the predicted increment "consumption" could decrease with a future 
project.  Each increment analysis for a new PSD construction is a unique 
modeling analysis.  There is no way to predict the effect of a unique 
increment "consumption" analysis on future PSD construction projects.  
Therefore it would not be correct to say that the Pee Dee project would 
“use up” or “consume” the available increment and prevent future growth 
and jobs. 

 
4. Summary 
 
The Department’s response to comments on the adequacy of the modeling analysis can 
be summarized as follows: 
 

• The worst-case impacts were evaluated through modeling the worst-case 
emissions from the boilers firing coal. 

 
• Concerns with minor source baseline dates were adequately addressed by 

modeling the entire applicable NAAQS inventory for the affected counties. 
 

• The appropriate emission rates were used in the modeling analyses.  The error in 
the value entered in the Preliminary Determination has been corrected. 

 
• The Department does not anticipate the Pee Dee project will adversely affect the 

State’s ability to realize the Department’s regional haze goals. 
 

• The growth impacts of the proposed Pee Dee facility have been adequately 
addressed and no further analysis is required. 

 
• The Department has concluded that the proposed Pee Dee facility will not cause 

impairment of visibility or detrimental effects on soils or vegetation. 
 

• Sulfuric acid was modeled and concentrations are within regulatory limits. 
 

• PM2.5 ambient impact modeling conducted for the Pee Dee project since the 
issuance of the draft PSD permit indicates that emissions of PM2.5 from the 
proposed project should not result in ambient PM2.5 concentrations that exceed the 
NAAQS. 

 
• All meteorological data was appropriately evaluated by currently available 

guidance.  The Columbia meteorological data was appropriate to use in lieu of on-
site pre-construction monitoring at the Pee Dee facility site. 

 
• All Class I and Class II visibility issues were adequately addressed and in 

compliance with current regulations and guidance. 
 

• All Cape Romain impact issues have been addressed adequately. 
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• PSD modeling was conducted appropriately with correct meteorological data, 

including all applicable sources, and the Department performed all appropriate 
notifications. 
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G. Category:  Impact of Oxides of Nitrogen Emissions on Early 
Action Compacts and Ozone Standard Attainment 

 
1. Concerns Raised in Public Comments 

 
a. A group commented that the Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) emissions proposed by 

Santee Cooper will negate the 2,913.51 tons per year of emission reductions 
the Department estimated the S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, Standard 5.2 and Early 
Action Compacts (EAC) would achieve; 

b. Several commenters expressed concern about the impact the plant would have 
on the Florence area ozone levels and the area’s on-going ability to meet 
ozone standards. 

 
2. Regulatory Background 
 
S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, Standard 5.2, Control of Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) became 
effective on May 25, 2007.  This regulation requires burner assemblies replaced after the 
effective date of the regulation to be replaced with low NOx burners or equivalent 
technology capable of achieving a 30% reduction in NOx emissions.  This regulation 
requires new burner assemblies to have NOx control technologies installed and meet 
emissions limitations specified within the standard.  This regulation was promulgated to 
assist South Carolina in meeting the 8-hour ozone standard that was in place at the time. 
The EPA approved South Carolina’s EAC State Implementation Plan (SIP) on August 
25, 2005. 

 
3. Responses to Comments 

 
a. NOx emissions from the proposed plant will negate the statewide reductions 

the Department estimated from the implementation of S.C. Regulation 61-
62.5, Standard 5.2, Control of Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) and EAC. 
 
NOx emissions from the Pee Dee Plant will not interfere with the 
Department’s EAC objectives. The EAC program in South Carolina has been 
a success.  The EPA designated the Appalachian and Central Midlands areas 
as attainment for the 8-hour ozone NAAQS as of December 31, 2007.146  The 
essential purpose and objective of the EAC program was an early attainment 
designation for the 8-hour ozone standard for these areas. 
 
The comment received is a qualitative comparison, not a scientific evaluation, 
of the Pee Dee plant’s total projected NOx emissions as against the reductions 
in NOx emissions that were projected to be achieved under the EAC program.  
The NOx control regulation147 enacted as a part of the EAC process was never 
intended to be a moratorium on construction of new sources of NOx, but 

                                                           
146 Final 8-Hour Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards Designations for the Early Action 
Compact Areas, 73 Fed. Reg. 17897 (Apr. 2, 2008). 
147 S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, Standard 5.2, Control of Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) (Supp. 2007). 
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requires future NOx emissions to be controlled.  New or reconstructed sources 
are required to install the best available control technology.  Furthermore, 
South Carolina did not include the projected emission reductions from 
Standard 5.2 in the air dispersion modeling that was conducted to 
demonstrate attainment for the EAC process - in other words, these emission 
reductions were not needed to demonstrate attainment.   
 

b. The 8-hour ozone standard was recently revised to a lower level (from 0.08 
ppm to 0.075 ppm) and could result in areas being classified non-attainment 
or resulting in areas having less cushion to maintain attainment across the 
state. 

 
 The Florence area is currently attaining the new ozone standard. Final 

designations for the new ozone standard will not occur before 2010.  The 
most recent regional ozone modeling performed accounted for industry 
growth, including possible new electric power generating units in the 
Florence area.  It is impossible to predict the future attainment status of any 
area.  Many factors affect attainment status including weather and 
meteorological conditions, and emissions from mobiles sources, natural 
sources, and stationary sources. The permit gives the Department the 
authority to reopen the air permit and revise emissions limitations to help 
prevent the area from being designated non-attainment or if the area is 
designated non-attainment. 
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H. Category:  Greenhouse Gases (GHGs), Global Warming, Climate 
Change, Carbon Dioxide (CO2) 

 
1. Concerns Raised in Public Comments 
 

a. The environmental impact of the Pee Dee plant’s coal burning would 
significantly contribute to global warming148 and the current trend of 
increasing GHG emissions from the cumulative impact of new sources; 

 
b. CO2 emissions were not adequately addressed in the draft PSD permit; no 

BACT emission limitation was established for CO2 emissions; 
 

i. A group commented that a BACT analysis for CO2 should be required for 
the following reasons: 

 a) The U. S. Supreme Court in the Massachusetts v EPA case ruled 
that the EPA (and thus DHEC) has the authority and obligation to 
regulate GHGs, including CO2, and therefore must include BACT 
requirements for CO2 and other GHGs; 

b) CAA § 165; CAA § 169; 
c) CO2 is a “pollutant subject to regulation under the CAA”; 
d) The proposed plant will result in significant net emissions increase 

in CO2; 
e) BACT requires consideration of energy, environmental and 

economic impacts; and minimization of CO2 emissions; 
f) EPA Environmental Appeals Board’s recent review of the PSD 

permit for the Deseret coal-fired power plant in Utah. 
ii. A group suggested that DHEC should conduct a “collateral impacts” 

analysis; 
iii. A commenter questioned why CO2 is not included in the list of emissions 

from this plant, even though CO2 was not yet regulated by EPA and 
DHEC. 

 
c. Several comments noted that the Pee Dee plant would contribute to increased 

CO2 emissions which in turn would add to GHGs, potentially increasing 
impacts on public and environmental health and welfare, such as: 
 
i. Worsening air quality: 

a) As higher temperatures cause increases in ground-level ozone that 
increases health problems; 

b) Indirectly increasing PM concentrations thereby increasing lung 
and heart problems; 

ii. Increasing the risks from certain infectious diseases; 
iii. Increasing the frequency and severity of extreme weather events; 
iv. Rising sea levels. 

                                                           
148 The terms “global warming” and “climate change” are used interchangeably. 
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a) Increase surface and ground water salinity; 
b) Loss of coastal wetlands; 

v. Impact marine and freshwater biological systems; 
vi. Agriculture. 

 
d. Comments received by the Department included suggestions to address global 

warming and GHG emissions through consideration of the following: 
 

i. Use IGCC, nuclear energy, cleaner technology (such as alternate clean 
fuels), or a higher efficiency process;  

ii. Consider emissions reductions efforts being made by different entities to 
reduce GHGs; 

iii. Capture and sequester CO2 emissions, including a significant program of 
reforestation; 

iv. Stop permitting these type sources, deny the permit due to the amount of 
CO2 emissions, as other states (such as FL, NC and KS) have done; 

v. Rely upon renewables and efficiency. 
 

e. Joint comments were received from eight Attorneys General (the AGs) which 
suggested that the design or permit of the project should achieve minimization 
of CO2 emissions and utilize carbon capture and sequestration (CCS) 
technology.  These comments noted initiatives taken by other states and 
regions to address GHGs, and claimed that the CO2 emitted over the lifespan 
of this Pee Dee plant would undermine the achievements of these initiatives 
and significantly contribute to public health and environmental damage from 
global warming.  The AGs urged the Department’s Bureau of Air Quality to 
fully consider whether efficiency improvements or non-polluting sources of 
electricity can meet future energy needs.  Specifically, the AGs encouraged 
the exploration of alternatives, such as: 

i. Implementing energy conservation measures: 
a) Construction of non-polluting renewable energy sources; 
b) Citing a report that concluded improved energy efficiency could 

offset the need for new coal power plants; 
ii. Use of biomass, natural gas, or both with full-scale CCS results in: 

a) Lower CO2 and Hg emissions; 
b) A more efficient production process; 

iii. IGCC. 
 

f. The AGs stated that PSD permit review requires a BACT analysis, and under 
a BACT analysis the following must be considered: 

i. Other “production processes or available methods, systems, 
technologies,” including “innovative fuel combustion techniques” to 
achieve “maximum degree of reduction for each pollutant subject to 
regulation” under the CAA; 

ii. Use of clean fuels and technologies (biomass, natural gas, IGCC); 
iii. “Energy, environmental, and economic impacts”; 
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iv. Setting a BACT limit for CO2. 
 
2. Regulatory Background 
 
The Department maintains that it does not have the regulatory framework to conduct a 
BACT analysis and set an emission limitation for CO2 emissions for the proposed Pee 
Dee project.  South Carolina’s PSD regulations require a BACT analysis for each 
“regulated NSR pollutant” emitted in significant amounts from proposed major, 
stationary sources.  S.C. Regulation § 61-62.5 Std. 7 (b)(7) (Supp. 2007).  Whether a 
BACT analysis should have been conducted for CO2 for the proposed Pee Dee project 
hinges on whether CO2 is considered to be a “regulated NSR pollutant.”149  The question 
of whether CO2 is a “regulated NSR pollutant” requiring a BACT analysis for such 
projects is currently before the Congress, the EPA, and the courts.  Numerous arguments 
may be found on both sides, but no definitive guidance has been issued or agreed upon.  
With this threshold issue currently before the courts and the EPA and with the lack of 
underlying regulatory emission standards for CO2, the Department determines that it is 
without the regulatory framework to conduct a BACT analysis and establish an emission 
limit for CO2 in this permit. 

 
In light of this uncertainty, the Department considered whether a BACT analysis should 
be required for CO2 and identified several obstacles, highlighted below, which would 
make such a determination impractical and result in problems reaching far beyond the 
confines of this proposed project. 

 
• As noted above, for BACT emission limitations to be imposed on CO2 as part 

of a PSD permit, the CO2 emissions must be determined to represent a 
“significant net emissions increase” of a “regulated NSR pollutant” at a 
“major stationary source.”150  If the Department determined that CO2 was a 
“regulated NSR pollutant,” then any emission rate would be a significant 
increase because there is no defined “significant level” for CO2 in the PSD 
regulations.  Significant emission increase levels are set for regulated NSR 
pollutants in S.C. Regulation 61-62.5 Standard No. 7 (b)(49)(i) (Supp. 2007). 

 
• A BACT analysis for CO2 conducted by the Department at this time would 

essentially be a hypothetical evaluation without the authority of underlying 
regulations and background data.  Currently, there is not a reliable history of 
BACT determinations for CO2 which the Department may use, and the EPA 
has yet to issue any definitive guidance on this issue.  Additionally, South 
Carolina does not have either an existing CO2 emission limit in its approved 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), or an applicable NSPS limit to consider 
under a BACT analysis.  While some states have established goals and 

                                                           
149 Many comments referenced greenhouse gases (GHGs) as well as CO2.  It is well recognized that CO2 is 
a GHG, see Massachusetts v. EPA, 127 S.Ct. 1438 (2007), therefore the responses related to Department 
authority for regulating CO2 is also applicable to whether the Department has authority to regulate GHGs. 
150 “Major stationary source” is defined to include stationary sources of air pollutants which emit, or have 
the potential to emit, 100 tons per year or more or 250 tons per year or more of a regulated NSR pollutant, 
depending on source category.  S.C. Regulation § 61-62.5, Standard. 7 (b)(32)(i) (Supp. 2007). 
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reduction plans to reduce CO2 emissions, this does not aid the Department in 
any attempt to conduct a current BACT analysis.151  South Carolina Governor 
Mark Sanford’s Climate, Energy, and Commerce Advisory Committee 
(CECAC) issued a final report dated July 2008 that outlined many 
recommendations and goals to reduce GHG emissions in South Carolina.152 
Until such time that the State Legislature, U.S. Congress, or the EPA enacts 
laws or rules to regulate GHG emissions, the Department is not able to 
establish CO2 emissions limitations in individual permits for stationary 
sources. 

 
• If the Department determined CO2 to be a “regulated NSR pollutant” 

applicable to this project, numerous previously unregulated facilities would 
suddenly be deemed “major stationary sources” which emit a “regulated NSR 
pollutant” beyond threshold levels subjecting future construction and 
modification projects to PSD permitting.  This sudden application would 
result in a restriction on future changes until these newly regulated facilities 
could obtain proper PSD review and permits.   The agency’s limited resources 
would be inundated with permit applications for major source facilities 
emitting any CO2 emissions and the economic impact could be severe. 

 
• Due to the potentially far-reaching policy impact of applying PSD to set a 

CO2 emission limit for this project, the Department suggests that this issue is 
one to be determined by policy makers and not in this instance alone.  It is 
well-established and due process requires that such matters should undergo 
legislative review rather than judicial or administrative rulemaking.  Due 
process requires that opportunity be provided for notice and comment on 
rulemaking.  Applying a CO2 emission limitation in this permit would in 
essence be a decision that CO2 is a “regulated NSR pollutant” triggering the 
wide applicability discussed above without meeting the prongs of due process. 

 
• Even if the Department were to classify CO2 as a regulated NSR pollutant and 

conduct a BACT evaluation for the Pee Dee pulverized coal boilers, it is likely 
that the CO2 BACT emissions limitation would be the maximum CO2 
emissions rate projected for the boilers.  This is because, to the Department’s 
knowledge, (1) no methods have been demonstrated for full-scale capturing of 
CO2 emissions from large base load utility pulverized coal boilers, and (2) 
even if capturable, methods of sequestering CO2 emissions from boilers in 
eastern South Carolina have not undergone feasibility demonstrations (for 
example, underground geological repository sequestration) or would likely be 
economically infeasible (for example, transmission of captured CO2 by 
pipeline hundreds of miles).  See more information below on CO2 
sequestration in section 3.d.iii. 

                                                           
151 Brief of Amici Curiae ConocoPhillips Company and WRB Refining LLC, p. 17, fn 8, dated March 19, 
2008 in response to the EAB’s request for briefs in reviewing this issue in the Deseret Power Electric 
Cooperative PSD permit appeal. 
152 Governor Sanford’s CECAC Final Report, www.scclimatechange.us. 
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The Supreme Court in Massachusetts v. EPA, held that under the CAA it is unambiguous 
that CO2 is an “air pollutant” since the definition of “air pollutant” includes “any air 
pollution agent or combination of such agents, including any physical, chemical … 
substance or matter which is emitted into or otherwise enters the ambient air.” 

 
The EPA’s Environmental Appeals Board’s (EAB) recent order, In re Deseret Power 
Electric Cooperative (PSD Appeal No. 07-03, Nov. 13, 2008), acknowledged the holding 
in Massachusetts v. EPA that CO2 falls within the definition of an “air pollutant,” 
however the EAB concluded that “the phrase ‘subject to regulation under this [Clean Air] 
Act’ is not so clear and unequivocal.”153  The EAB did not go so far as to say that CO2 
was a “regulated NSR pollutant,” nor did it direct the permitting agency to conduct a CO2 
BACT analysis or set an emission limit for CO2. The EAB remanded the Deseret PSD 
permit to the permitting agency in order for it “to reconsider whether or not to impose a 
CO2 BACT limit in light of the Agency’s discretion to interpret, consistent with the CAA, 
what constitutes a ‘pollutant subject to regulation under this Act.’”154  The EAB further 
implied that an explicit, national interpretation of this phrase by the EPA would better 
serve interested parties than interpretation through a specific permitting process.155

 
In light of the recent decisions by the EAB and the federal courts, the Department is 
awaiting unambiguous national guidance to interpret the phrase “pollutant subject to 
regulation under this Act” applicable to CO2. 
 
3. Response to Comments 
 

a. The plant will significantly contribute to GHGs and climate change. 
 

Global warming/climate change is a global issue and must be addressed at the 
national level.  There are proposals under review by various governmental 
entities that may result in future regulations that limit CO2 and other GHG.  If 
those future regulations require a reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, this 
facility will be required to comply with any applicable regulations. 

 
b. CO2 emissions were not adequately addressed in the draft PSD permit; no 

BACT emissions limitation was established for CO2 emissions. 
 

i. A BACT analysis for CO2 should be required for the following reasons: 
a) The U. S. Supreme Court in the Massachusetts v EPA case ruled 

that the EPA (and thus DHEC) has the authority and obligation to 
regulate GHGs, including CO2, and therefore must include BACT 
requirements for CO2 and other GHGs. 

 
The Department agrees with the portion of this comment which 

                                                           
153 Deseret at 33. 
154 Id. at 63. 
155 Id. at 64. 
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states that the U.S. Supreme Court in Massachusetts v. EPA ruled 
that the EPA has the authority to regulate GHG’s, including CO2. 
However, the Department does not agree that that ruling requires 
a BACT analysis or requirements for CO2 and other GHGs.  
Refer to the Regulatory Background section above in this 
Category for further discussion of this matter. 

 
b) CAA § 165; CAA § 169. 

 
CAA § 165(a)(2) states that a facility can not be constructed unless 
the proposed permit has been subject to a review in accordance 
with this section of the Act, the required analysis has been 
conducted in accordance with the PSD regulations, and a public 
hearing has been conducted giving interested parties the 
opportunity to submit written or oral comments on the air quality 
impacts, alternatives, control technology requirements, and other 
appropriate considerations.  The Department conducted a public 
hearing on the draft PSD permit on November 8, 2007.  Many 
interested parties submitted written and oral comments on the air 
quality impact, alternatives, control technology requirements and 
many other concerns.  The Department reviewed and considered 
all comments made in making its Final Determination. 

 
CAA §165(a)(4) requires the proposed facility to be subject to the 
best available control technology for each pollutant, subject to 
regulation under the Act, emitted from the facility.  Refer to the 
Regulatory Background section of this category for further 
understanding as to the Department is awaiting clear, national 
guidance to interpret the phrase “pollutant subject to regulation 
under this Act” applicable to CO2. 

 
CAA §169(3) defines best available control technology (BACT) as 
an emissions limitation based on the maximum degree of reduction 
of each pollutant subject to regulation under the Act emitted by the 
facility.156  To establish this limitation, the permitting authority, on 
a case-by-case basis, taking into account energy, environmental, 
and economical impacts and other costs, determines what is 
achievable for a facility through the application of process and 
available methods, systems, and technologies, including fuel 
cleaning, clean fuel, or treatment or innovative fuel combustion 
techniques for control of each subject pollutant.  The Department 
considered many different control technologies and techniques 
identified in the application and presented by the interested parties 

                                                           
156 Refer to the Regulatory Background section of this category for further understanding as to the 
Department is awaiting clear, national guidance to interpret the phrase “pollutant subject to regulation 
under this Act” applicable to CO2. 
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during the public comment period and public hearing. 
 

c) CO2 is a “pollutant subject to regulation under the CAA”. 
 

See Regulatory Background section above. 
 

d) The proposed plant will result in significant net emissions increase 
in CO2. 

 
See Response 3.c. below. 

 
e) BACT requires consideration of energy, environmental and 

economic impacts; and minimization of CO2 emissions. 
 

Energy, environmental, and economical impacts and other costs 
are considered by the permitting authority on a case-by-case basis 
when establishing a BACT emission limitation.  Since CO2 is not a 
regulated NSR pollutant, no BACT analysis was required for this 
pollutant.  See Regulatory Background section above. 

 
f) EPA Environmental Appeals Board’s recent review of the PSD 

permit for the Deseret coal-fired power plant in Utah. 
 

See Regulatory Background section above. 
 

ii. The group suggested that DHEC should conduct a “collateral impacts” 
analysis. 

 
Collateral impacts are energy, environmental, and economical impacts and 
other costs the permitting authority must consider on a case-by-case basis 
when establishing a BACT emission limitation.  Since CO2 is not a 
regulated NSR pollutant, no BACT analysis was required for this 
pollutant. 
 

iii. A comment questioned why CO2 is not included in the list of emissions 
from this plant, even though CO2 was not yet regulated by EPA and 
DHEC. 

 
Only NSR regulated pollutants, listed hazardous air pollutants (HAP), and 
other state regulated pollutants are required to be reviewed and therefore 
listed in permitting documents. 

 
c. Several comments raised concerns that the Pee Dee plant would contribute to 

increased CO2 emissions which in turn would add to GHGs, potentially 
increasing impacts on public and environmental health and welfare, such as. 

i. Worsening air quality: 
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b) As higher temperatures cause increases in ground-level ozone that 
increases health problems; 

c) Indirectly increasing PM concentrations increasing lung and heart 
problems; 

ii. Increasing the risks from certain infectious diseases; 
iii. Increasing the frequency and severity of extreme weather events; 
iv. Rising sea levels: 

a) Increase surface and ground water salinity; 
b) Loss of coastal wetlands; 

v. Impact marine and freshwater biological systems; 
vi. Agriculture. 
 

Global warming/climate change is a global issue and must be addressed at 
the national level.  There are proposals under review by various 
governmental entities that may result in future regulations that limit CO2 
and other GHG.  If those future regulations require a reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions, this facility will be required to comply with 
applicable regulations. 

 
 See Response Category “K”. 

 
d. Comments received by the Department included suggestions to address global 

warming and GHG emissions through consideration of the following: 
 

i. Use IGCC, nuclear energy, cleaner technology (such as alternate clean 
fuels), or a higher efficiency process  

 
See Response Categories A and B 

 
ii. Consider emissions reductions efforts being made by different entities to 

reduce GHGs. 
 

The efforts noted in this comment were general, such as household or 
commercial use of energy efficient light bulbs and appliances, and not 
specifically related to the permitting review of the production process of 
this project. 

 
iii. Capture and sequester CO2 emissions, including a significant program of 

reforestation. 
 

Carbon dioxide (CO2) capture and storage (CCS)157 is the process of 

                                                           
157 Federal Requirements Under the Underground Injection Control (UIC) Program for Carbon Dioxide 
(CO2) Geologic Sequestration (GS) Wells; Proposed Rule, 73 FR at 43493 (July 2008), which defines 
Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) as a process of capturing CO2 from an emissions source, converting it 
to a supercritical state, transporting it to an injection site, and injecting it into deep subsurface rock 
formations for long-term storage. 
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capturing and storing CO2 underground.  (Storage is also referred to as 
sequestration.)  The CO2 could potentially be stored using ocean, 
terrestrial or geological sequestration.158  Oceanic sequestration is the 
process of storing CO2 in the oceans.  There is not a sufficient 
understanding yet for this option to be a viable source of CO2 
sequestration.  Terrestrial sequestration is defined as either the net removal 
of CO2 from the atmosphere or the prevention of CO2 net emissions from 
the terrestrial ecosystems into the atmosphere.  It involves managing soil 
and vegetation to store more CO2.  A comment was made to require a 
significant reforestation program as part of this permitting action.  There 
are no regulatory requirements for reforestation. 

 
For purposes of the reminder of this section only geological sequestration 
will be addressed. Geological sequestration of CO2 captured from utility 
boilers could occur in several different ways. One way is injection CO2 
into oil and gas reservoirs, where CO2 is pumped into the reservoir to 
enhance oil and gas recovery.  Currently 32 million tons of CO2 per year 
in the U.S. is pumped into reservoirs to assist with recovering natural gas 
and oil. Another storage option is coal bed methane.  This is a process 
where CO2 would be injected into an unmineable coal bed.  This method 
would allow for the recovery of the methane stored within the coal bed 
and replacing it with CO2.  A third CO2 storage option would be injecting 
the CO2 into deep saline formations.  Saline formations are layers of 
porous rock that are saturated with brine.  Even though this technology is 
currently being utilized more research is still needed to determine that the 
CO2 will not leak to the surface and ground water sources will not be 
contaminated.159

 
Carbon sequestration technology is still in the developmental and research 
phase.160 Several problems need to be overcome before CCS could be 
implemented on a full scale.  These include finding appropriate storage 
sites where the geology could hold the CO2 and prevent it from leaking 
back up to the surface where it could have the potential to impact human 
health and ecosystems or potentially contaminate drinking water 

                                                           
158 http://fossil.energy.gov/programs/sequestration/ocean/index.html; 
http://fossil.energy.gov/programs/sequestration/terrestrial; 
http://fossil.energy.gov/programs/sequestration/geologic/index.html. 
159 The Norwegian company, Statoil, injects 1 million tons per year of recovered CO2 into Utsira Sand, a 
saline formation under the sea associated with the Sleipner West Heimdel gas reservoir. The amount 
sequestered is equivalent to the output of a 150 MW coal fired power plant.  
http://fossil.energy.gov/programs/sequestration/geologic/index.html. 
160 There are large-scale sequestration demonstration projects under way in the U.S.  The Midwest (Illinois 
Basin) Geological Sequestration Consortium (MGSC) is working on a project with the Archer Daniels 
Midland Corporation (ADM) (ethanol plant), to inject 1 million tons of CO2 into the Mount Simon 
formation over the next three years.   
http://fossil.energy.gov/programs/sequestration/partnerships/index.html.  Several U.S. Department of 
Energy awards has been awarded for large-scale carbon sequestration projects,  
http://fossil.energy.gov/news/techlines/2007/07072-DOE_Awards_Sequestration_Projects.html. 
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sources.161  Economic issues as well as regulatory and technological 
barriers would need to be overcome prior to commercial-scale operation of 
CCS. 

 
Currently CCS is not readily available for the Pee Dee plant.  Potential 
CO2 storage locations (saline formations) have been identified off shore 
underneath the Atlantic Ocean, Tuscaloosa (AL), Mt. Simon (KY) and 
Knox (KY).  These all meet the minimum sustainability criteria for 
geologic storage sites:  (1) continuity and integrity of an overlaying seal; 
(2) depth sufficient to maintain CO2 at high density (depth greater than 
2,400 ft); (3) depth below underground sources of drinking water; and (4) 
storage capacity sufficient to prevent displacement of saline water into 
over-laying freshwater.162  The geology in the Blue Ridge and Piedmont 
regions consists of crystalline rocks without an adequate seal to prevent 
CO2 leakage or potential fresh water contamination.  The geology in the 
Atlantic Coastal Plains region is not of sufficient depth to maintain CO2 at 
high density and also contain deep freshwater aquifers.163

 
iv. Stop permitting these type sources, deny the permit due to the amount of 

CO2 emissions, as other states (such as FL, NC, and KS) have done. 
 
  See Response Category “A” 3.b. 
 

v. Rely upon renewables and efficiency. 
 
  See Response Categories “A” and “B”. 
 

e. The AGs suggested that the design or permit of the project should achieve 
minimization of CO2 emissions and utilize carbon capture and sequestration 
technology.  The CO2 emitted over the lifespan of this Pee Dee plant would 
undermine the achievements of initiatives taken by other states and regions to 
address GHGs and significantly contribute to public health and environmental 
damage from global warming.  The AGs urged the Department’s Bureau of 
Air Quality to fully consider whether efficiency improvements or non-
polluting sources of electricity can meet future energy needs.  Specifically, the 
AGs encouraged the exploration of alternatives, such as: 

 
i. Implementing energy conservation measures; 

a) Construction of non-polluting renewable energy sources; 
b) Citing a report that concluded improved energy efficiency could 

offset the need for new coal power plants. 
                                                           
161 Federal Requirements Under the Underground Injection Control (UIC) Program for Carbon Dioxide 
(CO2) Geologic Sequestration (GS) Wells; Proposed Rule, 73 FR at 43497. 
162 Potential Sinks for Geological Storage of Carbon Dioxide Generated in the Carolinas by Smyth et. al., 
(March 2007) 1. 
163 Potential Sinks for Geological Storage of Carbon Dioxide Generated in the Carolinas by Smyth et. al., 
(March 2007) 11. 
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See Response Category “A”. 

 
ii. Use of biomass, natural gas, or both with full-scale CCS results in lower 

CO2 and Hg emissions and a more efficient production process. 
 

See CCS discussion above in section 3.d.iii. of this Category. 
 

iii. IGCC. 
 

See Response Category “D”. 
 

f. The AGs stated that PSD permit review requires a BACT analysis, and under 
a BACT analysis the following must be considered: 

 
i. Other “production processes or available methods, systems, technologies,” 

including “innovative fuel combustion techniques” to achieve “maximum 
degree of reduction for each pollutant subject to regulation” under the 
CAA. 
 
See Response Category “B”. 
 

ii. Use of clean fuels and technologies (biomass, natural gas, IGCC); 
 
See Response Category “B”. 
 

iii. “Energy, environmental, and economic impacts;” 
 
Collateral impacts are energy, environmental, and economical impacts and 
other costs the permitting authority must consider on a case-by-case basis 
when establishing a BACT emission limitation.  Since CO2 is not a 
regulated NSR pollutant, no BACT analysis was required for this 
pollutant. 
 

iv. Setting a BACT limit for CO2. 
 

As outlined in the Regulatory Background section of this Category above, 
the Department maintains that it is awaiting unambiguous national 
guidance to interpret the phrase “pollutant subject to regulation under this 
Act” and determine whether or not CO2 is a regulated NSR pollutant.   If 
the Department were to set the regulatory precedent of deeming CO2 to be 
a regulated NSR pollutant for the Santee Cooper Pee Dee project, then 
CO2 would also have to be considered a regulated NSR pollutant for every 
stationary emission source in the state of South Carolina that emits CO2 
emissions.  Under the current regulatory definition of PSD major source, 
this precedent could trigger the need for hundreds of future PSD permits 
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covering projects for which the PSD program was never designed, such as 
combinations of small fuel-fired boilers at large apartment complexes and 
commercial office parks.  Not only would such a huge extension of the 
PSD program detrimentally strain the resources of the Department, it 
would also pose the possibility of unnecessarily delaying projects that 
currently can be developed with minimal delay and with little air quality 
impact.  The serious repercussions of adding a pollutant (CO2) that has 
global-scale and not just local-scale impacts to the list of regulated NSR 
pollutants should not emerge through a decision for a single project in a 
single state, but should be addressed at the national level through federal 
rulemaking or legislation. 

 
Furthermore, reduction of CO2 emissions by increased boiler efficiency 
(i.e. burning less coal) will be in practice at the Pee Dee facility through 
use of supercritical boiler design rather than the less efficient subcritical 
design in use at the great majority of existing utility boilers in the United 
States. 

 
  Also see Regulatory Background, Section 2 of this Category. 

 
4. Summary 

 
The Department recognizes the importance of climate change and the impact 
anthropogenic emissions have on climate.  The Department is a founding member and a 
founding reporter of the Climate Registry164 and participated in South Carolina Governor 
Mark Sanford’s Climate, Energy, and Commerce Advisory Committee (CECAC).  
Santee Cooper, as South Carolina Public Service Authority, is also a founding reporter of 
the Climate Registry. 

 
Neither the EPA nor the Department have yet established regulations that address CO2 
emissions from stationary sources.  As such the Department does not have the regulatory 
framework to consider CO2 limits in PSD permitting decisions.  Current regulations do 
not place any limits on CO2 emissions nor require any controls for capturing or reducing 
a portion of these emissions.  There are proposals under review by various governmental 
agencies that may result in future regulations that limit emissions of this pollutant.  If 
those future regulations require a reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, this facility will 
be required to comply with applicable regulations. 
 
Finally, consistent with the Department’s previous air PSD permit reviews CO2 is not 
considered to be a “regulated NSR pollutant” and thus alternatives strictly for reduction 
                                                           
164 The Climate Registry is a registry designed to measure the corporate GHG footprint, including both 
direct and indirect emissions.  It requires organizations to report all GHG emissions in North America 
(Canada, US, Mexico) and entity-wide emissions at the facility level.  The registry ultimately requires 
reporting annually of all six GHGs and requires that all reporters use third-party verifiers to confirm their 
annual reported emissions.  It allows the opportunity to document early reductions, prepare for mandatory 
reporting, helps companies define a baseline and document reductions to the public, and provides technical 
assistance to reporters.  www.theclimateregistry.org.
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of CO2 emissions are outside of the scope of the PSD permitting process. 
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I. Category:  Mercury 
 
1. Concerns Raised in Public Comments 
 

a. Health 
i. Health impacts, public health concerns; harm to public health; lack of 

protection, impact to children’s health; 
ii. The plant would have an impact on outside/outdoor activities; 
iii. Minamata disease; 
iv. The Post and Courier articles on mercury and human testing; 
v. People should be tested for mercury and a study be conducted prior to 

permit issuance; 
vi. Residents living near the proposed site consume a disproportionate share 

of fish and are thereby exposed to mercury contamination. 
 

b. Environment 
i. Lack of protection; harmful to environment; South Carolina already 

vulnerable to mercury; mercury emissions would harm the environment; 
negative local impacts to an already overburdened area; plant adds to 
mercury emissions; 

ii. DHEC has determined that every river in the coastal plain of South 
Carolina is under a mercury advisory.  Since South Carolina is already 
under a mercury advisory, why would this plant even be considered? 

iii. Fish advisories: additional mercury will increase fish advisories; 
iv. Increased health risk to fish; 
v. Existing content of mercury in the soil and water are not adequately 

addressed in the draft permit; 
vi. There are current problems caused by existing levels of mercury in the 

area; therefore, the proposed facility needs a higher level of control for 
mercury. 

 
c. Emissions 

i. Contribution and impact of power plants (this power plant) to global, 
United States and local deposition; 

ii. Santee Cooper is already the largest emitter of mercury in the state and yet 
DHEC is not requiring Santee Cooper to install mercury pollution 
controls; 

iii. What is the current amount of mercury being emitted in the state and how 
much more, percentage wise, would the new Pee Dee Plant be emitting?; 
iv.  Doesn’t there need to be maximum levels applied to mercury?; 
v. The permit should be denied based on the additional mercury emissions 
added to the area; 
vi. The proposed project should be modeled for mercury emissions; 
vii. The permit should contain mercury deposition modeling or an explanation 

why that modeling has not been included. 
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d. Other 
i. Mercury emissions must be regulated by the Clean Water Act. 
ii. Jobs, mercury emissions and economic development. 
iii. Mercury emissions and creation of ash ponds. 
iv. Mercury emissions and creation of landfills. 
 

2. Background – Mercury 
 
Mercury is one of the listed hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) under the Clean Air Act165.  
HAPs are known or suspected to cause cancer or other serious health effects, such as 
reproductive effects or birth defects, or adverse environmental effects.  Mercury is a 
persistent, bioaccumulative toxic metal, which is a chemical that is toxic, persists in the 
environment and bioaccumulates in food chains and, thus, poses risks to human health 
and ecosystems.166 Mercury is released into the atmosphere process in three forms: 
elemental mercury, particle-bound mercury and oxidized mercury.167  These forms of 
mercury are released by industrial, commercial and natural activities; however, electric 
power utilities make up the largest percentage of mercury released into the atmosphere. 
 
Methylmercury (organic mercury compound) is typically formed by biological processes 
after mercury has precipitated from the air and deposited into water bodies.  Mercury in 
the air may settle into water bodies and affect water quality. This airborne mercury can 
fall to the ground in raindrops, in dust, or simply due to gravity (known as “air 
deposition”). After the mercury falls, it can end up in streams, lakes, or estuaries, where it 
can be transferred to methylmercury through microbial activity. Methylmercury 
accumulates in fish at levels that may harm the fish and those that eat them. Mercury 
deposition in a given area depends on mercury emitted from local, regional, national, and 
international sources. The amount of methylmercury in fish in different waterbodies is a 
function of a number of factors, including the amount of mercury deposited from the 
atmosphere, local non-air releases of mercury, naturally occurring mercury in soils, the 
physical, biological, and chemical properties of different waterbodies and the age, size 
and types of food the fish eats.  Fish from lakes with similar local sources of 
methylmercury can have significantly different methylmercury concentrations.168

 
Although mercury exposure can occur from inhalation, the most common way people in 
the Unites States are exposed to mercury is by eating fish containing methylmercury.169  
For fetuses, infants, and children, the primary health effect of methylmercury is impaired 
neurological development. Methylmercury exposure in the womb can result from a 

                                                           
165 CAA §112(b), “List of Pollutants.” 
166 Persistent Bioaccumulative and Toxic (PBT) Chemical Program website 
http://www.epa.gov/pbt/pubs/aboutpbt.htm.
167 The EPA’s “Mercury Study Report to Congress” (December 1997). 
168 The EPA’s “Mercury Study Report to Congress” (December 1997) and Proposed National Emission 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants; and, in the Alternative, Proposed Standards of Performance for 
New and Existing Stationary Sources: Electric Utility Steam Generating Units; Proposed Rule, 69 Fed. 
Reg. 28606 (proposed January 30, 2004), (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. pts. 60, 63). From here on the 
proposed NESHAP portion to be called the “2004 proposed Utility MACT.” 
169 69 FR 4651. 

 95

http://www.epa.gov/pbt/pubs/aboutpbt.htm


mother's consumption of fish and shellfish that contain methylmercury.170  In adults, 
exposure can make the mouth, hands, or feet tingle or feel numb.  It can also cause vision 
or hearing problems. The problems in adults can usually be corrected if a person stops 
eating fish that contain high levels of mercury.171 In an effort to make sure fish that are 
caught are also safe to eat, the Department’s Bureau of Water, along with the South 
Carolina Department of Natural Resources (DNR), has been actively testing fish in South 
Carolina waters for methylmercury and other chemicals and posting advisories to the 
amount and type of fish that are safe to consume since 1976. The danger from these 
contaminants is only in the fish.  Fish advisories pose no restriction on participating in 
water activities like boating, skiing, swimming and recreational fishing. Refer to the 
Bureau of Water’s website for additional information at 
http://www.scdhec.gov/environment/water/fish/. 
 
Regulatory Background – Clean Air Act 

The air toxics section of the Clean Air Act (CAA) was revised in 1990, named the Clean 
Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA)172, to further protect health and the environment 
by (1) quickly reducing HAPs through a control technology approach and (2) gaining a 
better understanding of HAP impacts and developing a myriad of strategies to reduce 
those impacts.  The CAAA required the EPA to reduce HAP emissions by regulating 
industrial categories rather than regulating on a pollutant-by-pollutant approach.  The 
EPA was required to list the major source categories, and apply a Maximum Achievable 
Control Technology (MACT) standard under section 112(d) of the CAAA for each 
source category.  Through the application of controls, HAP emissions were reduced and 
therefore, so was exposure to those HAPs. 

The CAAA took a slightly different approach when it came to regulating HAPs from 
electric power utilities.  Section 112(n) of the CAAA required the EPA to conduct a 
public hazard health study based on exposure to HAP emissions from these utilities, to 
report these findings to Congress173 and to regulate electronic power utilities if the 
findings of the report deemed “appropriate and necessary.”  In addition to the report on 
utility HAP emissions, section 112(n)(1)(B) of the CAAA required EPA to conduct a 
mercury emissions study on the emissions, health and environmental effects and control 
technologies of  multiple mercury-emitting sources, including utilities.174  In December 
2000, the EPA reported to Congress that it was appropriate and necessary to regulate 
mercury emissions from coal-fired electric generating units.  In January 2004, the EPA 
proposed a MACT standard for mercury emissions from coal-fired electric generating 
units.  The EPA co-proposed a cap-and-trade program under section 111 of the CAA 
instead of the MACT program under section 112.  In May 2005, the EPA finalized the 
Clean Air Mercury Rule (CAMR) as the mercury cap-and-trade program under the New 
                                                           
170 The EPA’s mercury website: http://www.epa.gov/mercury/exposure.htm
171 The Department’s Bureau of Water’s fish advisory website, 
http://www.scdhec.gov/environment/water/fish/.
172 Clean Air Act § 112, 42 U.S.C.A. § 7412 (1990). 
173 The EPA’s “Study of Hazardous Air Pollutant Emissions from Electric Utility Steam Generating Units -
- Final Report to Congress” (February, 1998). 
174 The EPA’s “Mercury Study Report to Congress” (December 1997). 
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Source Performance Standards (NSPS) Subpart HHHH-Emission Guidelines And 
Compliance Times For Coal-Fired Electric Steam Generating Units and Subpart Da-
Standards Of Performance For Electric Utility Steam Generating Units For Which 
Construction Is Commenced After September 18, 1978.  The Department adopted the 
NSPS regulations into S.C. Regulation 61-62.60, South Carolina Designated Facility Plan 
And New Source Performance Standards in June 2007.  In February 2008, the United 
States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit vacated the federal CAMR 
regulation.  This ruling stated that the EPA had unlawfully delisted electric power utilities 
as a source category to be regulated under section 112 of the CAA.  In essence, this 
ruling requires the EPA to go through a different regulatory process to delist coal-fired 
electric generating units or develop a MACT standard. The EPA has requested 
reconsideration of the vacatur to the Supreme Court.  Milestone dates are listed below. 

• December 2000: The EPA Report to Congress on Utilities as required 
by CAA section 112(n)(B)(2). 

• January 2004:  The EPA proposed MACT standards for coal-and-oil-
fired utilities and co-proposes the NSPS cap-and-trade program. 

• May 2005: EPA finalizes revisions to NSPS Subpart Da and finalizes 
NSPS Subpart HHHH (CAMR). 

• June 2007: The Department establishes a State CAMR. 
• February 2008: Federal CAMR rule vacated. 
 

Section 112(g) of the CAA requires that a MACT emission limitation be applied, on a 
case-by-case basis, to new major sources of construction, if there is no finalized MACT 
standard.175  This is an interim standard until the EPA finalizes the MACT standard.  This 
interim standard ensures that new major sources would not go uncontrolled until a 
MACT standard was developed.  In June, 1998 the Department adopted Section 112(g) in 
the state regulations S.C. Regulation 61-62.63- National Emission Standards For 
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) For Source Categories.  Santee Cooper submitted 
an application to construct coal-fired electric generating units on May 31, 2006.  At that 
time, the CAMR was in effect, requiring the units to meet an NSPS mercury limit.  While 
the permit application was under review, the Federal CAMR was vacated and, as there 
was no final MACT standard for electric utilities, the Department determined that Section 
112(g) applied. 
 
In addition to the control technology standards of Section 112(d) and Section 112(g) of 
the CAA, Section 112(f) of the CAA requires the EPA to set health-based standards eight 
years after a MACT standard is developed for each regulated source category to address 
any residual (or remaining) risk after MACT has been applied to provide an “ample 
margin of safety to public health.”176 Therefore, the case-by-case determination only 
addresses the available control technologies to reduce HAP emissions and does not 

                                                           
175 S.C. Regulation 61-62.63 Regulation 61-62.63 National Emission Standards For Hazardous Air 
Pollutants (NESHAP) For Source Categories Subpart B – “Requirements for Control Technology 
Determinations for Major Sources in Accordance With Clean Air Act Sections, Sections 112(g) and 112(j)” 
(Supp. 2007). 
176 CAA §112(f). 
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address the health and environmental effects that HAP emissions, such as mercury, may 
impose.  Mercury is one of the 33 listed urban HAPS under section 112(k).  This section 
requires a study to be conducted, a national strategy to be developed, and the 
implementation of standards that would lead to the reduction of HAP exposure in urban 
areas. 

 
Regulatory Background – State Regulations and Strategies 
 
The Agency recognizes the potential health and environmental effects from mercury and 
has committed to assessing and addressing mercury emission impacts in South Carolina.  
The Agency is in the process of developing a mercury monitoring and reduction strategy. 
The goal is to recognize and reduce exposure through collaboration with the public, 
industry, interested groups and government.  All mercury sources will be reviewed, 
including industrial, commercial and natural sources.  This plan is in its initial stages of 
reviewing baseline emissions inventories and assessing risk to South Carolinians.  The 
results of this strategy could require mercury reductions from industrial, commercial, and 
institutional sources statewide, including power plants. 
 
Although the Federal CAMR has been vacated, it is critical to continue to assess mercury 
emissions from electric utilities and evaluate impacts from those emissions.  For this 
reason, on December 01, 2008, the Department entered into a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) with the South Carolina electric utilities. This MOA is an agreement 
where each electric utility will install, operate and maintain continuous emission monitors 
for mercury at selected sites. By mid 2009, all coal fired units will have either continuous 
mercury emissions monitors installed or other mercury monitoring procedures in place.  
South Carolina’s CAMR stated that the Department would form an advisory committee 
that would advise and make recommendations to the Department as to the necessity of a 
State mercury study.  Even though the Federal CAMR has been vacated, the MOA states 
that the Department will lead a mercury study similar to the one addressed in the State 
CAMR.  This study will “…develop an assessment of the contribution to mercury 
deposition related to coal-fired power plants located in South Carolina in relation to the 
contribution from other sources both within and external to the state.”177  
 
The Department monitors for airborne mercury at one site in the state. The monitor is 
located in an upland area of Congaree National Park in Lower Richland County. Since 
1996, the Agency has supported a National Atmospheric Deposition - Mercury 
Deposition Network site at the same location to track Mercury in precipitation.  There are 
three additional Mercury Deposition sites in South Carolina: one operated by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service in the Cape Romain National Wildlife Refuge, one operated at 
the Savannah River Site by the facility, and a short-term study site near Harleyville 
operated by the US Geological Survey to assess impacts from nearby sources. The most 
recent monitoring indicates variability and concentrations in the air and deposited 
through precipitation are similar to that seen in Georgia and North Carolina. Mercury 

                                                           
177 Memorandum of Agreement Between South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control 
and the South Carolina Electric Utilities Regarding the South Carolina Clean Air Mercury Rule (December 
01, 2008). 
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deposition through precipitation is less than half that seen in the most highly impacted 
areas in Louisiana and South Florida (8µg/m2 vs. >16µg/m2).178  To enhance the existing 
ambient monitoring system and assist in assessing the potential local impacts from the 
Pee Dee plant, the permit requires an additional ambient mercury monitor to be installed, 
maintained and operated by Santee Cooper. 
 
The Department’s air toxics standard (S.C. Regulation 61-62.5 Standard No. 8- Toxic Air 
Pollutants) requires a facility emitting one or more of the listed toxic air pollutants 
(including mercury) to demonstrate compliance with a maximum allowable concentration 
(MAC) at the fenceline and into the community.  Standard No. 8 is an inhalation standard 
only and does not address exposures through ingestion.  In addition, the Department has 
delegation of all Section 111 (NSPS) and Section 112 (MACT) programs and has 
incorporated NSPS and MACT standards into the South Carolina air quality 
regulations.179 Some examples of federal standards the Department has adopted that 
regulate sources of mercury emissions include, but are not limited to,  Sludge Incinerators 
(40CFR61 Subpart E); Iron and Steel Foundries (40CFR63 Subpart EEEEE) and 
Hazardous Waste Combustors (40CFR63 Subpart EEE). 
 
Additional mercury reductions may be achieved through the Clean Air Interstate Rule 
(CAIR), issued by the EPA on March 10, 2005.  The goal of this rule was to reduce air 
pollution that moves between states, focusing on limiting nitrogen oxide (NOx) and 
sulfur dioxide (SO2) emissions from power plants.  By reducing NOX and SO2, mercury 
will be reduced as well.180  This rule was vacated by the United States Court of Appeals 
for the District of Columbia Circuit on July 11, 2008.181  The EPA is reviewing the 
court's decisions and evaluating its impacts, though it is in its appeal stage.182  The 
Department has published a “Notice of Drafting” in the South Carolina State Register  to 
amend a portion of S.C. Regulation 61-62.96 Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) And Sulfur Dioxide 
(SO2) Budget Trading Program General Provisions (State CAIR) and restore its original 
language prior to June 22, 2007.  This action would, after appropriate Agency Board and 
Legislative approval, reinstate the NOX SIP Call/NOX Budget Trading Program and Part 
96 “Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) Budget Trading Program.”   
 
Besides the standards and strategies for reduction of mercury as specified in the CAA and 
state air quality regulations, the EPA also regulates mercury through the Clean Water Act 
(CWA) and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). 
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is in the process of developing an Environmental 
Impact Statement under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the Santee 
Cooper Pee Dee Generating Station. The EIS will address purpose and need, the affected 
                                                           
178 National Atmospheric Deposition Program’s website: http://nadp.sws.uiuc.edu/.
179 60 FR 32913. 
180 40 CFR Parts 51, 72, 75, and 96 Rule To Reduce Interstate Transport of Fine Particulate Matter and 
Ozone (Interstate Air Quality Rule); Proposed Rule, 69 FR 4575 (2004). 
181 North Carolina v. EPA, 531 F.3d. 896 (D.C. Cir. 2008). 
182 The Department joined several states in filing an Amicus Brief requesting the U.S. Court of Appeals for 
the District of Columbia Circuit to stay the mandate vacating CAIR, allowing the vacated CAIR regulations 
to remain effective until the EPA promulgates new regulations consistent with the Court’s vacatur. 
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environment, a range of alternatives and an analysis of the environmental impacts of each 
of the alternatives.  Refer to Response Category “A” and “C”, for additional information. 
 
3. Response to Comments 
 

a. Health 
 

i. Impacts, public health concerns; harm to public health; lack of protection; 
children’s health. 

 
The MACT program reduces HAP emissions through control technology.  
The application of a MACT emission limitation will reduce HAP 
emissions and thus, reduce the health risk.  The requirements of 
developing a MACT emission limitation are specified in the MACT 
regulation.  The regulation does not require an assessment of health 
impacts that could potentially occur due to mercury emissions from the 
plant or an assessment of health.  Standard No. 8 requires facilities 
emitting mercury to demonstrate compliance with the MAC.  Standard No. 
8 is an inhalation standard only and does not address exposures through 
ingestion.  Santee Cooper is exempt from this standard but voluntarily 
submitted mercury air dispersion modeling in response to comments 
received on the draft PSD permit.  The modeling was reviewed by the 
Department and the results were compared to the MAC for mercury 
emissions, 0.25 µg/m3. The analysis resulted in a mercury concentration 
less than 1% of the standard. See Response Category “F” for further 
details on the analysis.  The Department’s Bureau of Water’s 401 
Certification and the EIS process will address the water quality impacts 
and ensure that the project does not cause a violation of water quality 
standards.  These standards are based on the protection of human health 
and aquatic life.   

 
ii. The plant would have an impact on outside/outdoor activities. 

 
Santee Cooper did provide air dispersion modeling for mercury emissions 
from the Pee Dee plant.  The emissions from the plant were less than 1% 
of the Department’s maximum allowable concentration from Standard No. 
8.  This standard is health-based. 

 
iii. Minamata disease. 

 
Minamata disease is a poisoning of the central nervous system caused by a 
methylmercury compound.  The best known of these two epidemics 
occurred among people and wildlife living near Minamata Cityon the 
shores of Minamata Bay, Kyushu, Japan. The source of methylmercury 
was a chemical factory that used mercury as a catalyst. A series of 
chemical analyses identified methylmercury in the factory waste sludge, 

 100



which was drained into Minamata Bay.183  Methylmercury is not a direct 
by-product of a coal-fired power plant and is not manufactured or stored 
on site.  The plant will emit elemental, oxidized and particle-bound 
mercury.  Methylmercury is typically formed by biological processes after 
mercury has precipitated from the air and deposited into water bodies.  
. 

 
iv. The Post & Courier article on mercury and human testing. 

 
Based on information presented, it appears that the testing done did 
indicate elevated levels of mercury from those tested.  However, this 
sampling was not conducted in a manner that could lead to a conclusion 
about the mercury levels or risks in the larger population in that area.   

 
v People should be tested for mercury and a study be conducted prior to 

permit issuance. 
 

Any citizen can be tested for the amount of mercury levels in their blood 
stream.  Their personal physician can administer the test and Agency 
laboratories will analyze the sample.  A citizen can also have a sample 
taken by any of the local Agency Health Department offices.  The Agency 
recognizes that assessing and addressing mercury issues in this state is 
crucial and has committed to conducting a statewide mercury health study. 
The scope of this study has not yet been determined. The Agency will 
begin with the areas most at risk, which are the coastal plains.  This study 
is not linked to the Pee Dee project.  The MACT requirements which 
govern the mercury portion of the permit do not require health studies to 
determine a MACT emission limitation. 

 
vi. Residents living near the proposed site consume a disproportionate share 

of fish and are thereby exposed to mercury contamination. 
 

In an effort to make sure  fish that are caught are also safe to eat, the 
Department’s BOW, along with the South Carolina Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR)  has been actively testing fish in South Carolina waters 
for methylmercury and other chemicals and posting advisories to the 
amount and types of fish that are safe to consume since 1976. Refer to the 
Bureau of Water’s website for additional information on 
http://www.scdhec.gov/environment/water/fish/. 
 

b. Environment 
 

i. Lack of protection; harmful to environment; South Carolina is already 
vulnerable to mercury; mercury emissions would harm the environment; 
negative local impacts to an already overburdened area; plant adds to 

                                                           
183 Mercury Report to Congress, Volume I, Executive Summary (1997). 
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mercury emissions. 
 

The scope of authority for air permitting under MACT standards does not 
provide for the denial of an air quality permit based on potential threats to 
water quality; however, as with any project of this magnitude, there are a 
number of separate permitting actions needed for this project that address 
a broad range of environmental concerns, such as water quality. 
Concurrent with the air permitting process, Santee Cooper has also applied 
for a 404 permit from the Corps and a 401 Water Quality Certification 
from the Department’s BOW. The 401 Water Quality Certification will 
address, among other issues, the water quality impacts from the project 
and make conclusions concerning compliance with water quality standards 
and protection of classified uses. The certification must also ensure that 
the project is consistent with the State Water Quality Standards and the 
Federal Clean Water Act. Mercury emissions from the project and their 
impacts on water quality will be evaluated as part of the 401 Water 
Quality Certification for the project.  As the federal agency responsible for 
this project, the Corps is required by the National Environmental Policy 
Act to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  However, this 
is not required for the issuance of a PSD or MACT construction permit to 
be issued by the Department.  The Corps is responsible for the EIS; the 
Department’s Bureau of Water is responsible for the 401 Certification.  
These programs will address mercury deposition and potential impacts. 

 
ii. DHEC has determined that every river in the coastal plain of South 

Carolina is under a mercury advisory.  Since South Carolina is already 
under a mercury advisory, why would this plant even be considered? 

 
Certain species of fish in certain bodies of water have been found to have 
elevated levels of tissue mercury.  For these, the Department’s Bureau of 
Water has issued a consumption advisory.  However, there is no statewide 
advisory for South Carolina.  The EPA and the U.S. Food and Drug 
Administration have issued advisories to pregnant females and other 
vulnerable groups alerting against consumption of certain ocean fish, such 
as shark. The Department’s BOW includes this information in the 
advisory.  Nearly all states have some form of consumption advisory for 
fish from their local waters. 

 
iii. Additional mercury will increase fish advisories. 

 
The Department’s BOW is currently evaluating this.  Impacts to water 
quality will be addressed through the Department’s BOW 401 
Certification Process. 

 
iv. There will be increased health risks to fish. 

 

 102



There are limited studies on the health risk to fish.  The health risks to fish 
are unknown at this time.  For more information on this matter see: 

Anton M. Scheuhammer, Michael W. Meyer, Mark B. Sandheinrich and 
Michael W. Murray. 2007.  Effects of Environmental Methylmercury on 
the Health of Wild Birds, Mammals, and Fish.  AMBIO 36 (1): 12-18. 

 
v. Existing content of mercury in the soil and water are not adequately 

addressed in the draft permit. 
 

The Additional Impact Analysis provisions of the PSD regulations address 
soils for PSD pollutants, if warranted.  Mercury is not a regulated pollutant 
under the PSD regulations. The MACT regulation which governs mercury 
emissions in this air permit does not require soil or water analyses, but 
rather requires the establishment of a MACT emission limitation based on 
the best controlled similar source.  Water impacts will be addressed during 
the 401 Certification process and through the EIS. 

 
vi. There are current problems caused by existing levels of mercury in the 

area therefore, the proposed facility needs a higher level of control for 
mercury. 

 
Mercury emissions for this process are governed by the MACT regulation.  
Reductions in mercury emissions are set by the best controlled similar 
source and any further reductions, if achievable.  However, the 401 
Certification and the EIS process will review water quality impacts. 

 
c. Emissions 

 
i Global and local impacts from coal-fired utilities. 

 
 In 1997 the EPA submitted its Mercury Report to Congress (RTP)184 as 

required by §112(n)(1)(B).  The Report provides an assessment of the 
magnitude of U.S. mercury emissions by source, the health and 
environmental implications of those emissions, and the availability and 
cost of control technologies.  Based on 1995 emission estimates, EPA 
estimated 3 percent of the total annual global mercury emissions were 
from U.S. sources.  They further estimated that coal-fired utilities 
accounted for 33 percent of the anthropogenic mercury emissions in the 
U.S at that time.   

 
The most current emissions inventory indicates total mercury emissions 
South Carolina to be approximately 1905 pounds per year from point 
sources and 128 pounds from total area, on-road and off-road sources.  
S.C. coal-fired electric generating units account for 1290 pounds; or 
approximately 68 percent of the total point source mercury emissions. 

                                                           
184 The EPA’s Mercury Study Report to Congress Volume I: Executive Summary (1997). 
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In the EPA’s RTP on mercury fate and transport185, local scale 
atmospheric modeling results indicated that at least 75 percent of the 
emitted mercury from each facility is predicted to be transported more 
than 50 km from the facility.186 There have been more recent studies 
conducted; one study in particular indicated that as much as 70% of the 
mercury wet deposition was contributed by coal-fired utilities.187  The 
group commenting on this study also named other studies that indicated 
local anthropogenic sources of mercury, such as coal-fired power plants 
and waste incinerators may have a significant local impact and thus, pose 
a heath and environmental threat.  They also stated that this latest 
information “contradicts…earlier, industry funded studies which estimated 
that only 8%-16% of coal-fired mercury emissions deposit locally and 
regionally.”188   
 
This study may be evidence indicating that local sources of mercury 
emissions (e.g. coal-fired power plants) may have a greater impact on 
local mercury deposition.  These studies may only reiterate the need for 
EPA to finalize a utility MACT standard.  EPA used the results of 
deposition studies, as well as other data on emissions, mercury chemistry, 
health effects and risk to determine that mercury should be regulated 
under the CAA §112 and developed a proposed MACT standard.  
However, these results do not alter the MACT analysis itself.  MACT 
requires the application of an emission limitation based on emission being 
achieved in practice by the best controlled similar source; it does not call 
for the application of an emission limitation based on deposition impacts.  
As discussed earlier,  §112(f) of the CAA  addresses any residual (or 
remaining) risk after MACT has been applied to provide an “ample 
margin of safety to public health.”189   

 
As discussed earlier, the CAA requires a two-step process for reducing 
HAP emissions from major industrial sources.  (1), the application of a 
control technology standard, MACT, which reduces mercury emissions 
(and thus, health and environmental risk) through the application of 
control technology (§112(d)) and (2), health-based standards (§112(f)) 
developed for each regulated source category to address any residual (or 
remaining) risk after MACT has been applied to provide an “ample 
margin of safety to public health.”190  Case-by-case MACT is required 

                                                           
185 The EPA’s Mercury Study Report to Congress Volume III: Fate and Transport of Mercury in the 
Environment (1997). 
186 The EPA’s Mercury Study Report to Congress Volume III: Fate and Transport of Mercury in the 
Environment, p. ES-6. 
187 University of Michigan and the EPA’s “Sources of Mercury Wet Deposition in Eastern Ohio, USA,” 
(2006). 
188 Southern Environmental Law Center et al comments on the NOMA, (November 19, 2008). 
189 42 U.S.C.A. § 7412. 
190 42 U.S.C.A. § 7412. 
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when there is no finalized MACT standard for a listed source category, 
and the permitting authority must apply a control technology emission 
limitation. The case-by-case regulation does not extend to covering 
§112(f) requirements. Therefore, this MACT determination only addresses 
the available control technologies to reducing HAP emissions and does not 
address the health and environmental effects the HAP emissions may 
impose.  MACT is specific in how an emission limitation is to be 
developed; it does not include the magnitude of the health risk in the 
determination; it reduces the health risk through control technology.  The 
401 certification and EIS process will address the water quality impacts 
and ensure that the project does not cause a violation of water quality 
standards.  These standards are based on the protection of human health 
and aquatic life.  In addition to assessing water quality impacts through the 
EIS and 401 Certification, the Department will lead a mercury study 
similar to the one addressed in CAMR as outlined in the MOA. 

 
ii. Santee Cooper is already the largest emitter of mercury in the state and yet 

DHEC is not requiring Santee Cooper to install mercury pollution 
controls. 

 
The most current emissions inventory for South Carolina indicates the 
Santee Cooper Winyah Plant was the largest reported mercury emitter; the 
Winyah plant emitted approximately 264 pounds of mercury in 2005. The 
Santee Cooper Cross Plant was the second largest emitter; the Cross plant 
emitted approximately 259 pounds of mercury in 2005.  This emissions 
number is based on specific process information supplied by Santee 
Cooper and the best available emission factor information as determined 
by the Department. The evaluation of permitting requirements and 
demonstration of compliance with federal and state air quality standards 
are reviewed for each industrial source191 on its own merits.  The 
Department’s regulations do not prohibit the issuance of an air permit to a 
proposed plant if other plants owned by the same company have higher 
emissions.  

 
iii. What is the current amount of mercury being emitted in the state and how 

much more, percentage wise, would the new Pee Dee Plant be emitting? 
 

The emissions inventory for South Carolina includes non-point, or area, 
sources (small stationary sources), on-road mobile sources (such as cars, 
trucks), non-road mobile sources (such as tractors, planes, trains) and 

                                                           
191 §63.41(e) “Construct a major source” means: (1) To fabricate, erect, or install at any greenfield site a 
stationary source or group of stationary sources which is located within a contiguous area and under 
common control and which emits or has the potential to emit 10 tons per year of any HAP or 25 tons per 
year of any combination of HAP, or (2) To fabricate, erect, or install at any developed site a new process or 
production unit which in and of itself emits or has the potential to emit 10 tons per year of any HAP or 25 
tons per year of any combination of HAP. 
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point sources (larger industrial sources).192 The most current emissions 
inventory indicates total mercury emissions for South Carolina to be 
approximately 1905 pounds per year from point sources and 128 pounds 
from total area, on-road and off-road sources.  If the Pee Dee Plant were 
constructed and operating, with both boilers running at maximum 
operation, and emitting the maximum allowable amount of mercury in the 
permit, the percentage increase would be approximately four percent. 

 
iv. Doesn’t there need to be maximum levels applied for mercury? 

 
The Department assumes the commenter is asking if there are any 
regulatory levels that would restrict the amount of mercury that Santee 
Cooper could emit,   There are no national ambient standards for 
hazardous air pollutants as there are for criteria pollutants., As described 
earlier, for industrial sources emitting mercury, unless exempt,193 Standard 
No. 8 requires facilities to demonstrate compliance with a MAC. Santee 
Cooper voluntarily submitted a demonstration that showed compliance 
with the maximum allowable mercury concentration. Major sources of 
HAP being constructed without a finalized federal MACT standard must 
go through a case-by-case analysis and a MACT emission limitation 
applied to the source. 

 
v. The permit should be denied based on the additional mercury emissions 

added to the area. 
 
Title 48 of the S.C. Code of Laws, Section 48-1-100, states that “if, after 
appropriate public comment procedures, as defined by Department 
regulations, the Department finds that the discharge from the proposed 
outlet or source will not be in contravention of provisions of this chapter, a 
permit to construct and a permit to discharge must be issued to the 
applicant.” The state and federal air standards applicable to the Santee 
Cooper Pee Dee project limit the amounts and types of off-site air 
pollution, but do not prohibit all off-site emissions. The Department 
cannot deny a permit based solely on the fact that there will be an increase 

                                                           
192 The source sectors evaluated by the Emissions Inventory Section include point, non-point, and on-road 
and non-road mobile sources.  The point sources represent larger industrial sources required to submit 
source specific data on a regular basis.  Point source emissions data is state generated data representing 
calendar year 2005 and is based on specific process information supplied by the facility.  All other sectors 
are a combination of state generated and the EPA generated data in its final National Emissions Inventory 
(NEI) form representing calendar year 2002.  These sectors are based on generic information such as 
population, land-use, state-wide fuel use, etc.  2002 data was used rather than 2005 for the other sectors 
since the EPA had de-emphasized the 2005 NEI to focus efforts on the reinvention of the 2008 inventory.  
South Carolina believes the 2002 data is still reasonably representative of those sectors for 2005.  Mercury 
information is included for all sectors.  Most mercury data for all sectors is generated using emission 
factors that vary in degree of reliability but are the best available at the time.  When factors are not 
available, mercury emissions may not be represented within the inventory. 
193 Sources burning virgin fuel and sources subject to 112(g) are exempt from S.C. Regulation 61-62.5 
Standard No. 8. §1 and §1.D(1) (Supp. 2007). 
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in air pollution.  The decision is made based on Santee Cooper’s 
demonstration that air emissions from the plant are shown to meet the 
applicable standards. 

 
vi. No mercury modeling analysis was conducted.  The project should be 

modeled for ambient mercury emissions to assess impacts to the Cape 
Romain National Wildlife Refuge. 
 
As stated previously, the EPA has not set national air quality standards for 
HAP emissions. Therefore, there is no national ambient mercury standard 
with which to compare the mercury emissions of the Santee Cooper plant.  
South Carolina, however, has set MACs for air toxics emissions under 
Standard No. 8.  It should be noted that Standard No. 8 contains an 
exemption for sources subject to Section 112(g) and sources that burn 
virgin fuels; however, due to concerns over mercury impacts, Santee 
Cooper voluntarily submitted mercury air dispersion in response to 
comments received on the draft PSD permit.  The modeling was reviewed 
by the Department and the results were compared to the MAC for mercury 
emissions of 0.25 µg/m3. The analysis resulted in a mercury concentration 
less than 1% of the standard. See Response Category “F” for further 
discussion of the mercury modeling analysis. 

 
vii. No mercury deposition modeling was conducted.  Deposition modeling 

should be conducted to assess impacts to the Cape Romain National 
Wildlife Refuge. 

 
The Department has the authority to review the air quality impacts of air 
pollutants regulated by state and federal air quality regulations, including 
PSD and MACT programs.  Mercury emissions from the Pee Dee plant 
are not regulated under PSD.194 As a HAP, mercury emissions from the 
Santee Cooper Pee Dee plant are regulated by Section 112(g) under S.C. 
Regulation 61-62.63.  This MACT regulation specifies the requirements 
for applicability to case-by-case MACT, determining the MACT emission 
limitation and issuing a permit to construct. The requirements to determine 
MACT are to apply an emission limitation which is not less stringent than 
the emission limitation achieved in practice by the best controlled similar 
source, and which reflects the maximum degree of reduction in emissions 
that the Department, taking into consideration the cost of achieving such 
emission reduction, and any non-air quality health and environmental 
impacts and energy requirements, determines is achievable by the 
constructed or reconstructed major source.  The “non-air quality health 
and environmental impacts and energy requirements” refer to specific 
impacts from any additional controls beyond the MACT floor, not impacts 

                                                           
194 S.C. Regulation 61-62.5 Standard No. 7 (b)(44) states that section 112 hazardous air pollutants are not 
regulated NSR pollutants. 
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from the source itself. 195 This regulation does not require a review of 
HAP impacts through air dispersion or deposition modeling. 

 
In February 2008, the federal CAMR rule was vacated.  Vacatur of the 
federal CAMR has resulted in a State CAMR that can not be fully 
implemented as promulgated, due to the numerous linkages to the federal 
programs that will no longer be available.  The South Carolina electric 
utilities and the Department have entered into a MOA to provide mercury 
monitoring to define representative emissions from coal-fired power 
plants.  The utilities have agreed to participate in and provide material 
support to a Department led mercury study, similar to that previously 
promulgated in S.C. Regulation 61-62, Subpart HHHH, Section 60.4140 
(c) (6) & (7), to develop an assessment of the contribution to mercury 
deposition related to coal-fired power plants located in South Carolina in 
relation to the contribution from other sources both within and external to 
the state.  Note that CAMR did not require mercury deposition modeling 
for individual construction permit applications. 

 
d. Other 

 
i. Mercury emissions must be regulated by the Clean Water Act, which 

requires establishing and meeting water quality criteria. 
  
 The Department’s BOW 401 Certification process must also ensure that 

the project is consistent with the State Water Quality Standards and the 
Federal Clean Water Act. 

 
ii. The additional jobs with the proposed facility would come at the expense 

of additional mercury emissions, and discussions on economic 
development should be broadened beyond this proposed facility. 

 
The Department does not regulate economic development; it assesses 
whether or not the applicant has demonstrated that federal and state air 
quality standards have been met for the proposed project.  The Department 
is responsible for ensuring the NAAQS standards are met in this state.  If 
these standards are not met, then more stringent air quality requirements 
may ensue, which can include facilities creating offsets at their own plant 
or purchasing offsets at other sites in the impacted area prior to 
constructing a new plant. 

 
iii. Mercury emissions and ash ponds. 

 
Ash ponds are regulated by the Department's Bureau of Water (BOW).  
Prior to construction of any ash pond that may discharge to Waters of the 
State, Santee Cooper would be required to obtain a National Pollutant 

                                                           
195 Sierra Club v EPA, 353 F. 3d 976,980 (D.C. Cir. 2004). 
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Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) discharge permit, as well as a 
construction permit.  The construction permit ensures that the ponds are 
designed to be protective of groundwater quality.  Once the ash ponds are 
constructed, Santee Cooper would have to obtain approval to operate prior 
to using the ponds. Santee Cooper would be required to meet any 
discharge limits that may be included in an NPDES permit.  Any 
discharge limits would be based on the characteristics of the wastewater 
and the receiving stream, and water quality standards as defined by S.C. 
Regulation 61-68 Water Classifications & Standards.  Additionally, 
groundwater monitoring may be included as a requirement in the NPDES 
permit.  No application has been received by the Department’s Bureau of 
Water Industrial Wastewater Section for this facility to date.  When an 
NPDES permit application is received, the Department’s BOW will follow 
the required permitting and public notification process. 

 
iv. Mercury emissions and creation of landfills. 

 
Landfills are regulated by the Department's Bureau of Land and Waste 
Management (BLWM).  Prior to the construction of a landfill, Santee 
Cooper would be required to obtain a Solid Waste Landfill Permit in 
accordance with S.C. Regulation 61-107.19.  These regulations require the 
applicant to characterize the waste by testing for the levels of hazardous 
constituents.  The type and design of the landfill would be dependent on 
the levels of constituents in the waste.  The landfill, which may include 
requirements to include a liner and cap system, is designed to be 
protective of groundwater quality.  Additionally, groundwater monitoring 
would be included as a requirement in the landfill permit.  No application 
has been received by the BLWM to date.  When a landfill permit 
application is received, the Department’s BLWM will follow the required 
permitting and public notification process. 

 
4. Summary 
 
The mercury emissions from the project are governed by the MACT regulation.  The 
MACT regulation reduces the public health and environmental impacts from mercury 
through the application of control technology.  Mercury is reduced through the 
development of the MACT emission limitation based on the best controlled similar 
source and further reductions, if achievable. 
 
The scope of authority for air permitting under MACT does not allow denial of a permit 
based on potential threats to water quality or other potential impacts.  The EIS and 401 
certification process will address impacts to water quality. 
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J. Category:  Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT)196

 
1. Concerns Raised in Public Comments 
 
  a. Similar Source 

i. The Department was too narrow in defining similar source; 
ii. The entire universe of boilers should have been considered a similar 

source; 
iii. Consider all coal ranks in the similar source; 
iv. The EPA did not distinguish between FBC197 and PC in the proposed 

2004 Utility MACT and in the NSPS standard;  
v. There was no justification for distinguishing between FBC and pulverized 

coal (PC) units; 
vi. Similar source must be established for each HAP; 
vii. Use nuclear power as a similar source. 
 

  b. Variability 
i. The Prong 1 and Prong 2 approaches have never been formally adopted by 

the EPA or any other agency by rulemaking; 
ii. Variability approach used in setting the MACT limit was erroneous and 

overly conservative;  
iii. Information Collection Request (ICR) data collected was relied upon for 

variability; the ICR database has never been formally validated.  There 
have been numerous criticisms of the ICR data; 

iv. 12-month limit is not stringent enough. 
 

  c. MACT Floor 
i. The MACT floor should be the lowest limit that is achievable, regardless 

of fuel, as fuel selection is one of the controls for HAPs; 
ii. MACT determination should begin with the as-received (not in-ground) 

mercury content of the coal and petroleum coke (petcoke) that will be 
burned at the plant;   

iii. Basing the MACT limit on 100% coal was in error and should have taken 
into account the mercury content of petcoke.  Petcoke has a lower mercury 
content than coal refuse and should be given a lower MACT limit.  MACT 
limit should be revised downward; 

iv. Several permits have been issued with lower emission limits; 
v. MACT limit does not reflect the level of mercury control actually 

achieved in practice by existing similar sources using conventional criteria 
pollutant controls; 

vi. MACT emission limit should be the lowest tested emission rate of the best 

                                                           
196 For purposes of this review, Case-by-Case MACT Determination will be referred to interchangeably 
with the terms 112(g) Determination or MACT Determination.  
197 In the following discussion, reference is made to a boiler design known as fluidized bed combustion 
(FBC).  One of the more common types of FBC boilers is the circulating fluidized bed (CFB) boiler, and 
this specific type of FBC boiler is also included in the discussion. 
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controlled similar source; 
vii. The Virginia Dominion unit is limited to 4 pounds of mercury per year.  

The MACT emission limitation should be at least as stringent as this 
facility. 

 
  d. Surrogates for Non-Mercury HAPs. 

i. NOMA did not set HAP limits for all HAPs; 
ii. Radionuclides were not addressed; 
iii. Particulate matter (PM) is not an appropriate surrogate for Metal HAPs.  

Metal HAPs are not invariably present in PM.  PM does not 
indiscriminately capture organic HAPs and facilities achieve reduction in 
Metal HAP emissions by means other than PM control; 

iv. Carbon monoxide (CO) is not an appropriate surrogate for organic HAPs.  
Organic HAPs are not invariably present in CO.  CO does not 
indiscriminately capture organic HAPs and facilities achieve reduction in 
organic HAP emissions by means other than CO control; 

v. Sulfur dioxide (SO2) is not an appropriate surrogate for acid HAPs.  Acid 
HAPs are not invariably present in SO2.  SO2 does not indiscriminately 
capture acid HAPs and facilities achieve reduction in acid HAP emissions 
by means other than SO2 control; 
 

  e. Beyond-the-Floor (BTF) 
i. The MACT application and the NOMA did not contain a proper beyond-

the-floor MACT analysis; 
ii. Data used in the beyond-the-floor analysis were not fully presented; 
iii. Activated Carbon Injection (ACI) must be fairly evaluated; 
iv. Other control options such as lower-mercury coal, coal cleaning and 

alternative combustion methods such as IGCC must be evaluated; 
v. Mercury control efficiencies are unknown; 
vi. The Department did not consider beyond-the-floor controls for HCl and 

HF; 
vii. The Department did not consider additional control options in the beyond-

the-floor analysis for non-mercury metal HAPs. 
 

f. Other 
i. Use of Available Information; 
ii. MACT limits will become the BACT limits; 
iii. Permit should contain mercury specific controls; 
iv. Maximum levels need to be applied for mercury; 
v. There are doubts the proposed facility would remove as much mercury 

from the stack gas as claimed. 
 
2. Background 

 
As discussed at length in the Notice of MACT Approval (NOMA),198 in the absence of a 
                                                           
198 The Department’s “Notice of MACT Approval” for the Santee Cooper Pee Dee plant (September 23, 
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final MACT standard for a listed source category, section 112(g) of the CAA199 is 
triggered for construction on new major HAP sources.200  A source is major for HAP if 
its potential to emit is greater than 10 tons per year (tpy) of a single HAP and/or 25 tpy 
for total HAPs.  Santee Cooper’s Pee Dee project potential emissions are above both the 
10 tpy and 25 tpy HAP emission triggers. The Department incorporated the requirements 
of section 112(g) on June 1998 into S.C. Regulation 61-62.63 National Emission 
Standards For Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) For Source Categories, Subpart B– 
“Requirements for Control Technology Determinations for Major Sources in Accordance 
With Clean Air Act Sections, Sections 112(g) and 112(j).”  The case-by-case MACT 
determination is an interim measure while the EPA develops a national mercury 
regulation for coal-fired power plants. 

 
Because a 112(g) determination is an interim standard, the EPA had an expectation that 
the MACT determination would “strongly consider”201 the proposed MACT standard.  
The regulation requires the Department to use any relevant proposed standard as 
available information in determining the MACT emission limitation.202 The Department 
relied on two standards for assistance in developing the MACT emission limitation.  One 
standard was the 2004 proposed Utility MACT standard203. The 2004 proposed Utility 
MACT standard is relevant because it was developed for regulating HAP emissions for 
the listed source category, Electric Utility Steam Generating Units, of which the Pee Dee 
plant is an affected source in that category.  In this proposed MACT standard, the EPA 

                                                                                                                                                                             
 2008). 

199 Clean Air Act § 112, 42 U.S.C.A. § 7412 (1990). 
200 As stated in Section 112(a)(1) of the Clean Air Act (Act), a major source is defined as: (i) For pollutants 
other than radionuclides, any stationary source or group of stationary sources located within a contiguous 
area and under common control that emits or has the potential to emit, in the aggregate, 10 tons per year 
(TPY) or more of any HAP which has been listed pursuant to Section 112(b) of the Act, 25 TPY or more of 
any combination of such haps, or such lesser quantity as the Administrator may establish by rule. 
Notwithstanding the preceding sentence, emissions from any oil or gas exploration or production well (with 
its associated equipment) and emissions from any pipeline compressor or pump station shall not be 
aggregated with emissions from other similar units, whether or not such units are in a contiguous area or 
under common control, to determine whether such units or stations are major sources; or (ii) For 
radionuclides, “major source” shall have the meaning specified by the Administrator by rule. 
201 40 CFR 63 Hazardous Air Pollutants: Regulations Governing Constructed or Reconstructed Major 
Sources; Final Rule, 61 FR 68394 (1996).  
202 S.C. Regulation 61-62.63.41(d) (Supp. 2007) defines “available information” as, “for purposes of 
identifying control technology options for the affected source, information contained in the following 
information sources as of the date of approval of the MACT determination by the Department: (1) A 
relevant proposed regulation, including all supporting information; (2) Background information documents 
for a draft or proposed regulation; (3) Data and information available from the Control Technology Center 
developed pursuant to Section 113 of the Act; (4) Data and information contained in the Aerometric 
Informational Retrieval System, including information in the MACT database; (5) Any additional 
information that can be expeditiously provided by the Administrator; and (6) For the purpose of 
determinations by the Department, any additional information provided by the applicant or others, and any 
additional information considered available by the Department. 
203 Proposed National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants; and, in the Alternative, Proposed 
Standards of Performance for New and Existing Stationary Sources: Electric Utility Steam Generating 
Units; Proposed Rule, 69 Fed. Reg. 28606 (proposed January 30, 2004), (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. pts. 
60, 63). For purposes of this Final Determination the proposed NESHAP portion shall be called the “2004 
proposed Utility MACT standard,” or referred to in the footnotes by the Federal Register Volume and Page. 
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proposed to only regulate the HAP mercury from coal-fired utilities.  Mercury was the 
HAP “of greatest concern from a public health perspective.”204  The regulating of electric 
utility steam generating units has taken an unusual path, having had a proposed MACT 
standard and a proposed and final CAA section 111 rules205 (NSPS Subparts Da and 
HHHH) and then a vacatur of the section 111 (CAMR) rule.  See Response Category “I” 
for further discussion.  Because the 2004 proposed Utility MACT was developed only for 
mercury emissions from coal-fired utilities, the Department also relied on the EPA’s 
MACT combustion standard, Subpart DDDDD-National Emission Standards For 
Hazardous Air Pollutants For Industrial, Commercial, And Institutional Boilers And 
Process Heaters206 (Boiler MACT) for non-mercury HAP information. This standard is 
relevant because it covered large solid fuel (including coal) fired combustion units. The 
Federal Boiler MACT was finalized in 2004, then vacated in 2007207.  Since the court’s 
vacatur of the Federal Boiler MACT did not address the validity of the underlying 
information contained in the Federal Boiler MACT, such as surrogate use, the 
Department maintains that this underlying information is valid for consideration as 
available information. 

 
The EPA has the discretion to “…distinguish among classes, types, and sizes of sources 
within a category or subcategory in establishing…” standards.208  This authority to 
subcategorize “particular source categories into technically distinct groupings” extends to 
the Permitting Authority under §112(g).209  This gives the Permitting Authority, here, the 
Department, the discretion and flexibility in determining what units may constitute a 
similar source.  “Similar source” means “a stationary source or process that has 
comparable emissions and is structurally similar in design and capacity to a constructed 
or reconstructed major source, such that the source could be controlled using the same 
control technology.”210  In the 112(g) application, Santee Cooper proposed that 
bituminous-fired pulverized coal units were similar sources, eliminating CFB and IGCC 
units.  In considering what constituted a similar source, the Department reviewed 
information presented in the application, the 2004 Proposed Utility MACT, the EPA’s 
External Combustion Source section of AP-42211, Utility MACT subcommittee and 
background information212 developed for the 2004 proposed Utility MACT information, 
information from other coal-fired sources213 and other resources.  Weight was given to 
each part of the definition of similar source, meaning “comparable emissions” were 

                                                           
204 69 FR at 4656. 
205 40 CFR 60 Subpart Da--Standards Of Performance For Electric Utility Steam Generating Units For 
Which Construction Is Commenced After September 18, 1978 and 40 CFR 60 Subpart HHHH-“Emission 
Guidelines And Compliance Times For Coal-Fired Electric Steam Generating Units.” 
206 68 FR 1660. 
207 NRDC v. EPA, 489 F.3d. 1250 (D.C. Cir. 2007). 
208 CAA §112(d)(1). 
209 61 FR at 63895. 
210 S.C. Regulation 61-62.63.41(r) (Supp. 2007). 
211 The EPA’s “Emission Factor Documentation for AP-42 Section 1.1 Bituminous and Subbituminous 
Coal Combustion” (April 1993). Any following references will refer to this document as “AP-42.” 
212 Background information and information from the Working Group and subcommittees can be found at 
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/utility/utiltoxpg.html#TECH.
213 The Department’s “Notice of MACT Approval” for the Santee Cooper Pee Dee plant (September 23, 
2008). 
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reviewed, as well as “similar in design and capacity” in considering what was a similar 
source.  The EPA stated in the 2004 proposed Utility MACT that, “…criteria used by the 
EPA in evaluating differences in combustion sources for purposes of subcategorization 
have included the size of the facility, type of fuel used, and plant type.214  The EPA also 
is free to consider other relevant factors, such as geographic factors, process design or 
operation, variations in emissions profiles, or differences in the feasibility of application 
of control technology (APCD or work practices).”215

 
The MACT emission limitation for new sources is based on the emissions achieved in 
practice by the best controlled similar source, that is, the MACT “floor.”216  “Achieved in 
practice” is not defined, but must be established in order to determine the floor.  In the 
2004 proposed Utility MACT, the EPA discusses in great detail the approach to using 
variability to determine the floor.  The EPA states that “it is essential to ….identify and 
quantify the level of variability arising from these sources.” 217  The EPA also asks for 
comments on other variability approaches, such as one proposed by the Department of 
Energy (DOE).218  Santee Copper proposed using variations of methods proposed by the 
National Association of Clean Air Agencies (NACAA) and DOE to determine variability, 
called the Prong 1 and Prong 2 approaches, respectively. 219 The Department determined 
that the floor must account for variability, especially for the variability in the mercury 
content of coal that could be purchased by Santee Cooper. In determining “achieved in 
practice” it is appropriate and reasonable to account for variability.  The EPA states that 
variability in the mercury content of the coal and control device performance “have a 
significant impact on the determination of the level of emission limitation actually being 
achieved...it is essential ...[to] be able to [account for] variability.”220 MACT limits must 
incorporate adequate variability such that a source can meet the emission limitation under 
the worst foreseeable circumstances.221  To determine the emission limitation “achieved 
in practice” by the best controlled similar source, the Department reviewed source 
information presented in the Santee Cooper 112(g) application, the 2004 Proposed Utility 
MACT, source information from other similar sources, other 112(g) applications, other 
112(g) permits, and information presented in public comments on the NOMA. 
 
After determining the “MACT floor,” the Department must consider possible “beyond- 
the-floor” control technologies and emissions limitations.  Three factors must be 
considered in evaluating further reductions in emissions limitation from installing 
                                                           
214 65 FR 79830. 
215 68 FR 4664. 
216 S.C. Regulation 61-62.63 §63.41(l) (Supp.2007) defines MACT for new sources as the “…the emission 
limitation which is not less stringent than the emission limitation achieved in practice by the best controlled 
similar source, and which reflects the maximum degree of reduction in emissions that the Department, 
taking into consideration the cost of achieving such emission reduction, and any non-air quality health and 
environmental impacts and energy requirements, determines is achievable by the constructed or 
reconstructed major source.” 
217 69 FR at 4670. 
218 69 FR at 4674. 
219 Santee Cooper Case-by-Case MACT Permit Application Proposed Pee Dee Coal-Fired Facility, June 
30, 2008 pages 23,24; 31-40; Appendix D and the July 16,2008  Variability Calculations Addendum. 
220 69 FR at 4670. 
221 Sierra Club v. EPA, 167 F.3d 658, 665 (D.C. Cir. 1999). 
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additional control technologies: 1) the cost of achieving further reductions, 2) any non-air 
quality health and environmental impacts of achieving further reductions, and 3) energy 
requirements of achieving further reductions. The beyond-the-floor evaluation addresses 
the non-air quality health and environmental impacts of the control technology and not 
the non-air quality and environmental impacts of the HAP emissions themselves.222

 
3. Response to Comments 
 

a. Similar Source 
 

i. The Department was too narrow in defining similar source, limiting 
transfer technologies that might lead to further reductions in HAPs, such 
as IGCC or FBC. 

 
The Department has the discretion and flexibility in determining what 
units may constitute a similar source.  In determining similar source, the 
Department looked to the 2004 proposed Utility MACT for considerations 
such as transfer technologies, fuel switching and precombustion 
techniques that might lead to further restrictions.  The EPA considered 
IGCC units a separate category and did not consider IGCC as a transfer 
technology in determining the MACT emission floor for the other 
subcategories. The Department agrees with the EPA’s determination on 
IGCC.   Likewise, the Department has ruled out FBC as a transfer 
technology in determining the MACT emission floor for the Pee Dee 
units. This is based on the determination that FBC and PC units were not 
similar sources. 

 
ii. The entire universe of boilers should have been considered as a similar 

source. 
 

For this case-by-case determination, the Department first used the EPA’s 
subcategorization decisions.  The EPA determined that electric utility 
steam generating bituminous coal-fired units (excluding IGCC) were an 
affected source category, thus limiting the “universe of boilers.” The EPA, 
in its 2004 proposed Utility MACT, described the different process types 
as conventional-fired boilers (PC), stoker-fired boilers, cyclone-fired 
boilers, IGCC and FBC units.  The EPA further subcategorized IGCC 
units as a subcategory, the Department determined that based on the 
definition of similar source as “comparable in emissions” and “similar in 
design and capacity,” FBC units were not a similar source to PC units.  
See more information on IGCC and FBC units below. 

a) IGCC: The EPA created a subcategory for IGCC units.  Operation 
of an IGCC unit does not actually combust the coal, but uses a 
process to gasify the coal under high temperature and pressure to 
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extract a synthetic gas, which is then burned.223  The EPA 
concluded that no coal is directly fired and “thus, IGCC units are a 
distinct class or type of boiler for the proposed rule.”224  Notably, 
the EPA still listed IGCC units as “coal-fired” and did not compare 
the mercury emissions from IGCC units to PC and FBC as it 
seemingly did between PC and FBC to make a subcategorization 
determination. There has been no other information presented to 
indicate that the IGCC process does not impact emissions, design, 
capacity and control technology such that it could not be 
eliminated as a subcategory.225

b). FBC: As described in detail in the NOMA and in Section 2 above, 
although the EPA did not distinguish between FBC and PC units, 
the Department used available information to determine that a FBC 
was not a similar source. 

 
iii. Consider all coal ranks as a similar source. 

 
The EPA, in its 2004 proposed Utility MACT, subcategorized by coal 
rank; the EPA went to great length to justify its determination.  The 
Department has relied on that proposed MACT standard in justifying its 
decision to subcategorize by coal rank, thus defining a “similar source” for 
the Pee Dee plant as a unit that solely burns bituminous coal.  There has 
been no other information presented to indicate that coal rank does not 
impact emissions, design, capacity and control technology such that it 
could not be eliminated as a subcategory.226  The EPA states that coal rank 
(anthracite, bituminous, subbituminous, lignite and waste coal) has a 
significant impact on overall plant design, and design and operation of 
control equipment.227

 
iv. The EPA did not distinguish between FBC and PC in the proposed 2004 

Utility MACT and in the NSPS. 
 

In December 2000, the EPA added coal-fired and oil-fired utility units to 
the 112(c) source category list to be regulated under a MACT standard. In 
the EPA’s proposed 2004 Utility MACT standard, this category was 
subcategorized by coal rank; IGCC units formed a subcategory based on 
being a technically distinct combustion process.  The EPA did not further 
subcategorize other coal combustion processes, such as FBC and PC units.  
The EPA recognized that “FBC units can be considered a distinct type of 
boiler.”228  However, they stated that the mercury tests for FBC units were 
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not “substantially different”229 from the conventional-fired units.  Within 
the same notice as the 2004 proposed Utility MACT, the EPA proposed 
the Federal CAMR, which included an NSPS standard for mercury for 
new coal-fired utilities.  The EPA used the same rationale as in the 
proposed MACT for subcategorization, stating that the FBC design was 
different, but could not find the emissions were “substantially different.” 
The EPA gave greater weight to “comparable” emissions than to similar 
design and capacity, as allowed under §112(d).  S.C. Regulation 61-62.63 
Subpart B §63.41(r) defines similar source as comparable in emissions and 
in design and capacity.  The Department has determined that the design 
and capacity differences between FBC and PC units are substantial and 
have thus eliminated FBC units from the same similar source category as 
PC units. 

 
v. There was no justification for distinguishing between FBC and PC units. 

 
Santee Cooper proposed distinguishing between CFB and PC units 
burning bituminous coal in its 112(g) application.  The Department 
reviewed data on basic process design differences and differences that 
indicate emissions are not comparable. The NOMA and application go 
into detail on the process differences.  Here, the Department has 
summarized the differences that led to the determination that CFB and PC 
are not “similar sources”. 

 
a) CFB technology uses a fluidized bed to suspend the coal fragments 

for combustion at a lower temperature than PC boilers.230

b) “In a CFB boiler, the crushed coal, normally mixed with crushed 
limestone, is fluidized by passing pre-heated combustion air 
upward through a distributor plate.  Combustion occurs in the 
fluidized zone above the distribution plate.  The limestone reacts 
with sulfur from the coal to reduce emissions of sulfur oxides.”231

c) As stated in AP-42’s background documents, combustion in PC-
fired units takes place almost entirely while the coal is suspended 
in the furnace volume.  A CFB system combusts coal that is 
somewhat courser than in a PC in a mixture of sorbent material and 
at a lower temperature.232

d) Coal injected into a CFB boiler is larger in size than the coal used 
in PC boilers.233

e) CFB technology uses limestone injection into the burning zone 
which mixes with coal to reduce SO2 emissions, PC does not. 
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 117



f) PC boilers also include a category known as supercritical 
pulverized coal which inherently has the same design as a 
subcritical pulverized unit, except the supercritical units operate at 
higher temperatures and pressures involving use of different 
materials in some parts of boiler construction.234

g) The FBC unit is more adaptable to using a lower grade of coal 
while still achieving similar or better level of emissions control 
than a PC unit (this is without add-on controls taken into 
account).235

h) FBC units are typically designed for smaller levels of fuel input 
and electrical output which could require a facility to install more 
FBC units than it would PC units for a given level of electrical 
demand.236

i) CFB boilers operate at lower temperatures than PC boilers.  CFB 
units operate at temperatures from 1,500°F to 1,650°F.  PC boilers 
operate a higher temperature of 2,500°F. 237

j) Coal ash becomes molten in a PC unit, where it does not in a FBC 
unit. FBC unit fly ash has an irregular shape with greater surface 
area than the fly ash from a PC unit.238

k) PC boilers achieve a higher efficiency than CFB units.  This 
efficiency is called carbon burnout.  CFB units have higher 
unburned carbon levels.239

l) Temperature differences impact how an ash particle is physically 
formed, which impacts mercury oxidation.  In the EPA’s “Control 
of Mercury Emissions from Coal Fired Electric Utility Boilers: An 
Update,” the reaction needed to oxidize mercury from its elemental 
state (elemental mercury typically is not controlled) “occurs mostly 
on fly ash surfaces…especially if the fly ash contains high amounts 
of unburned carbon... Hence, fly ash characteristics – especially 
carbon play an important role in mercury speciation and capture.” 
240

m) In addition, for reviewing similar source for the surrogate 
pollutants CO, SO2 and filterable PM10, the Department considered 
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237 Santee Cooper Case-by-Case MACT Permit Application Proposed Pee Dee Coal-Fired Facility, June 
30, 2008 and addendums. 
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other PC units firing bituminous coal as candidates for BACT 
because of the emissions, design and capacity similarities. 

 
Based on all supporting information, including information on 
impacts to mercury emissions, the Department has determined that 
FBC units are not similar sources to PC units. 

 
vi. Similar source must be established for each individual HAP. 

 
The Department has defined similar source for the Pee Dee units.  A 
similar source has comparable emissions and is structurally similar in 
design and capacity such that the source could be controlled using the 
same control technology.241  The Department reviewed available 
information to determine similar source based on mercury emissions and 
surrogate HAP emissions as well as process design and capacity. 

 
vii. Consider nuclear energy. 

 
A nuclear power plant, though perhaps an energy alternative to a coal-
fired power plant, would not be considered a similar source for MACT 
purposes, since the emissions, design, capacity and controls are not 
comparable.  Therefore, nuclear power has not been reviewed as a similar 
source under MACT. 

 
b. Variability. 

 
i. The Prong 1 and Prong 2 approaches have never been formally adopted by 

the EPA or any other Agency by rulemaking. 
 

The Department is not aware of any EPA formal rulemaking regarding 
how to use variability in determining a MACT emission limitation. The 
EPA uses variability, as necessary, for each separate MACT standard to 
determine the emission limitation by the best controlled similar source 
achieved in practice.  Obviously, the Utility MACT did not go through the 
final rulemaking process, as the Federal CAMR was finalized in its stead, 
and then vacated.  The Department has reviewed various approaches to 
variability and found that the Prong 2 approach is statistically valid and 
accounts for an emission limit that can be met under the “worst 
foreseeable circumstances.”242

 
ii. Variability approach used in setting the MACT limit was erroneous and 

overly conservative. 
 

The Department examined several approaches to variability, including the 
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EPA’s approach in the 2004 proposed Utility MACT, DOE’s approach 
and Santee Cooper’s Prong 1 and Prong 2 approach as proposed in their 
112(g) application.  Using the EPA’s approach, the calculated controlled 
emissions (using average stack test removal and the facility-specific ICR 
coal composition data) were sorted low to high, and then the 97.5 
percentile value was chosen as the MACT emission limitation.  The EPA 
stated that other approaches to variability may be valid, including the 
approach suggested by the DOE and specifically asked for comments on 
that approach.243  As opposed to the EPA’s variability approach of using 
coal fired at that specific facility, DOE’s approach was “…based on 
assuming that the unit could switch to a coal not previously burned at the 
unit during the one-year period covered by the ICR, but having the same 
rank as the coal used at the best-performing unit. Because the alternative 
coals were of the same rank and not precluded from use by regulation or 
permit, DOE concluded that the combination of emission algorithms, unit-
specific stack tests, and ICR coal data from other units constituted relevant 
emission estimates under worst conditions at the best performing units.”244

 
A similar approach was also proposed by Santee Cooper as Prong 2 in the 
112(g) application.  The first step established the 97.5 percentile highest 
mercury content in bituminous coal from all facilities in the EPA’s ICR II 
database.    In the second step, this coal rank was applied to each facility’s 
mercury emission removal rate, taken from the results of three-run stack 
tests, to calculate the emission rate for each facility. The Department 
determined that the variability of mercury in bituminous fuel had to be 
accounted for in order to develop a MACT emission limitation that could 
be achieved under the “worst foreseeable circumstances,” meaning that it 
was appropriate to not only account for coal that was burned at that 
specific facility, but to account for coal that could be burned in the future. 
The Prong 1 approach is discussed at length in the NOMA. The 
Department did not rely on Prong 1 in determining the MACT emission 
limitation. 

 
iii. ICR data collected were relied upon for variability; the ICR database has 

never been formally validated.  There have been numerous criticisms of 
the ICR data. 

 
The group commenting did not elaborate on the criticisms of the ICR 
database.  The Utility MACT standard was never finalized; but the EPA 
did rely on the ICR database for the final NSPS.  It is appropriate that the 
Department relied on the 2004 proposed Utility MACT and on the EPA 
background information, including the ICR data, and other information, 
for the development of the MACT emission limitation, as per the 112(g) 
requirements on use of available information.   
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iv. 12-month limit is not stringent enough. 

 
The 12-month mercury emission limit established by the Department is 
not a rate that will always be emitted over any given 12-month period.  
Given the statistical analysis approach employed in setting the limit 
(including the 97.5 percentile calculation used in this analysis), the 
Department reasonably expects actual mercury emissions to be lower than 
allowed during most 12-month periods.  This expectation is supported by 
the co-benefit approach that will serve to control mercury emissions.  
Santee Cooper will not be able to appreciably “turn down” the co-benefits 
controls (e.g. SCR controls for NOX) and thereby potentially increase 
mercury emissions.  This is because effective operation of the controls is 
needed to meet the shorter term emissions limits for the pollutants to 
which the controls directly apply.  In addition, the EPA determined in its 
2004 proposed Utility MACT the appropriate method to determine 
compliance with the MACT emission limitation was a mercury CEMS and 
the appropriate averaging time was a rolling 12-month average 
calculation. 

 
c. MACT Floor 

 
i. The MACT floor should be the lowest limit that is achievable, regardless 

of fuel, as fuel selection is one of the controls for HAPs. 
 

The EPA, in its 2004 proposed Utility MACT, subcategorized by coal 
rank. The EPA went to great length to justify its determination of this 
subcategorization.  The Department has relied on that proposed MACT 
standard in justifying its decision to subcategorize by coal rank, thus 
defining a similar source as a unit that solely burns bituminous coal.  
There has been no other information presented to indicate that coal rank 
does not impact emissions, design, capacity and control technology such 
that it could not be eliminated as a subcategory.  In its 2004 proposed 
Utility MACT, the EPA stated that coal rank (anthracite, bituminous, 
subbituminous, lignite and waste coal) has a significant impact on overall 
plant design, and design and operation of control equipment.245

 
In consideration of fuel selection as a HAP reduction in developing the 
MACT floor, the EPA considered “(1) Switching to other fuels used in the 
same subcategory (e.g., a ‘‘lower’’ mercury content bituminous coal); (2) 
switching to fuels used in another subcategory (e.g., firing bituminous coal 
instead of lignite coal); or (3) switching to natural gas.” In considering 
switching to a lower mercury content in coal, the EPA stated that they 
would not require fuel switching “because of the implications on 
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electricity, reliability, energy, security, etc…”246  Therefore, the 
Department has determined that the subcategorization of coal rank is 
appropriate and, after reviewing the use of alterative fuels, has also 
determined that alternative fuels are not appropriate in establishing the 
MACT floor for this project. 

 
The MACT limit is based on the emission limit achieved in practice by the 
best controlled similar source.247  Achieved in practice is not necessarily 
the achieved emission rate during one source test.  Because of many 
variables, the emission level achieved on a single or even several stack 
tests may not be possible with continual operations.  Emission variability 
will occur over time because of changes in fuel characteristics as well as 
operational changes over the life span of the unit.  As discussed 
previously, achieved in practice has been interpreted to mean to set the 
MACT floor at a level that is a reasonable estimate of the performance of 
the best controlled similar unit under the “worst foreseeable 
circumstances.”248  To further support the need for variability in 
determining the MACT emission limitation, rather than the use of one 
stack test, the EPA was clear in the 2004 proposed Utility MACT that 
variability had to be accounted for based on variations in the performance 
testing, and mercury and chlorine content of the coal. 

 
ii. MACT determination should begin with the as-received (not in-ground) 

mercury content of the coal and petcoke that will be burned at the plant. 
 

In developing the MACT emission limitation, the Department used the 
coal data from the ICR database.  This coal information, supplied by 
facilities nationwide, was based on coal that was shipped to their facilities 
and burned in their units, in other words, as-received coal. 

 
iii. Basing the MACT limit on 100% coal was in error and should have taken 

into account the mercury content of petcoke.  Petcoke has a lower mercury 
content than coal refuse and should be given a lower MACT limit.  MACT 
limit should be revised downward. 

 
Santee Cooper has proposed to burn up to 30% petcoke by weight in the 
boilers. As defined in S.C. Regulation 61-62.63, the MACT emission 
limitation means the emission limitation, which is not less stringent than 
the emission limitation achieved in practice by the best controlled similar 
source. This has been interpreted to mean “under the most adverse 
circumstances which can reasonably be expected to occur.”249  With 
respect to the amount of mercury in petcoke, petcoke has been presumed 
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to have a low mercury content, though some amount of mercury can be 
present.  Santee Cooper has been permitted to burn up to 30% petcoke by 
weight in the boilers, but there is no permit requirement for the facility to 
burn that percentage of petcoke at all times or even for the facility to burn 
petcoke at all.  Santee Cooper has stated that there is “no assurance that 
petroleum coke can be relied on as a fixed percentage of energy input to 
the Pee Dee units.”250  Because the firing of coal (without a percentage of 
petcoke) represents the “most adverse circumstances” for mercury, the 
Department has only considered burning 100% coal in establishing the 
MACT emission limitation. 

 
iv. Several permits have been issued with lower emission limits: 

  
 a) Reliant Energy Seward (tested at 0.03 lb/TBtu). 

b) Intermountain Power Generating Station Unit (MACT limit of 6 
x10-6 lb/MWh). 

c) Dominion Wise County (MACT limit of 8.8 x 10-7 lb/MWh). 
d) Brayton Point (0.0075 lb/GWh in 2008; 0.0025 lb/GWh in 2012). 
e) New Jersey State Regulations. 

 
Because of many variables, the emission level achieved on a single or 
even several stack tests may not be possible with continual operations.  
Emission variability will occur over time because of changes in fuel 
characteristics as well as operational changes over the life span of the unit.  
The units listed above in 1-4 are not considered similar sources to the Pee 
Dee units. Reliant Energy Seward unit is a CFB unit; Intermountain 
Power’s unit burns subbituminous coal; Dominion Wise County units are 
both CFB units.  The Brayton Point unit burns a low sulfur coal which is 
purchased from Colombia.  After reasonable inquiry, the Department was 
not able to establish a control efficiency for those source tests.  To 
determine the appropriate emissions limitation, which includes a 
variability analysis, the mercury control efficiency is needed. It is unclear 
what the mercury content of the coal was during the test.  The New Jersey 
State regulations require that mercury emissions from coal-fired boilers 
“shall not exceed 3.00 mg/MW- hr… or….reduction shall be at least 90 
percent.”251  However, this mercury standard does not apply until 
December 15, 2012. The MACT emission limitation in the permit for Pee 
Dee is based on the best controlled similar source at this point in time.  
MACT regulations do not require review of future emission restrictions in 
determining the MACT floor. 
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v. MACT limit does not reflect the level of mercury control actually 
achieved in practice by existing similar sources using conventional criteria 
pollutant controls. 

 
Sources and Mercury emission rates listed in the comments: 
1. AES Cayuga (NY) (tested at 2.0652  lb/TBtu unit 2) 
2. Big Bend (tested at 1.5652  lb/TBtu unit BB03) 
3. Charles R. Lowman (tested at 0.9706  lb/TBtu unit 2) 
4. Clover Power Station (tested at 0.3529  lb/TBtu unit 2) 
5 Dwayne Collier Battle Cogeneration Facility (tested at 0.1074  lb/TBtu 

unit 2B) 
6 Intermountain Unit (tested at 0.2466  lb/TBtu unit 2SGA) 

 
Numbers 1, 2 and 3 list AES Cayuga, Big Bend and Charles Lowman.  
The tested emission rates were larger than the Clover Unit and the control 
efficiencies were lower as well: 68.61%, 68.52% and 73.24%, 
respectively.252  The control efficiency at the Clover unit was 96.71%.  
Therefore, these three units were not considered to be the best controlled 
similar source. 

 
Number 4 in the list is the Clover unit, which was determined by the 
Department to be the best controlled similar source. As discussed in the 
NOMA, the first step in determining the best controlled similar source, 
was to establish the 97.5 percentile highest mercury content in coal from 
all facilities in the EPA’s ICR II database.  In the second step, this coal 
rank was applied to each facility’s mercury emission removal rate, taken 
from the results of three-run stack tests, to calculate the emission limit for 
each facility. Using the Prong 2 approach, the Clover facility in Virginia 
was determined to have the lowest mercury emissions rate after 
accounting for fuel and process variability.  This coal selection 
methodology in Prong 2 was developed by the Department of Energy. 

 
In numbers 5 and 6 above, units from the Dwayne Collier Battle 
Cogeneration facility and Intermountain facility did test at lower lb/TBtu 
and tested at a higher efficiency than the Clover unit.  However, the EPA 
found that chlorine content of the coal played a significant role in 
determining the type and amount of mercury emissions.253  For units 
where the chlorine content in coal could be correlated with mercury 
removal, that correlation was used in place of stack test data.  Using the 
variability analysis of Prong 2, the emission rate was 2.0641 lb/TBtu for 
each unit, an emission rate greater than the Clover unit. 

 
Although some of the above units did test at a lower mercury emission 
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rate than the Clover unit, after applying the Prong 2 analysis, which 
considered fuel variability and control efficiency, the best controlled 
similar source was determined to be the Clover unit at 8.0E-06 lbs/MWh.  
Achieved in practice is not necessarily the achieved emission rate during 
one source test.  Because of many variables, the emission level achieved 
on a single or even several stack tests may not be possible with continual 
operations.  Emission variability will occur over time because of changes 
in fuel characteristics as well as operational changes over the life span of 
the unit. 

 
vi. MACT emission limit should be the lowest tested emission rate of the best 

controlled similar source. 
 

Achieved in practice is not necessarily the achieved emission rate during 
one source test.  Because of many variables, the emission level achieved 
on a single or even several stack tests may not be possible with continual 
operations.  Emission variability will occur over time because of changes 
in fuel characteristics as well as operational changes over the life span of 
the unit. 

 
vii. The Virginia Dominion unit is limited to just over 4 pounds per year.  The 

MACT emission limitation should be at least as stringent. 
 

The Virginia Dominion units are both CFB units, The Department has 
determined that CFB units are not a similar source to PC units; therefore, 
the Department did not consider emissions from these units.  In addition, 
the Dominion permit has been issued, but these units have not been 
constructed, so those emissions could not be considered in determining the 
MACT floor, since the MACT analysis requires review of limits achieved 
in practice, not merely proposed or permitted.254  The emissions 
limitations for the Virginia Dominion units were based on testing 
conducted at a similar CFB unit in Pennsylvania.  The Virginia 
Department of Environmental Protection applied a safety factor to the test 
data to account for variability and to establish the MACT emissions limit. 

 
d. Surrogates for Non-Mercury HAPs. 

 
i. MACT emission limits must be established for each and every HAP that 

the facility will emit.  MACT must be established independently for each 
HAP. 

 
The permit does contain a MACT emission limitation for each HAP 
emitted from the Pee Dee units.  Each HAP is addressed either through an 
individual limit, such as mercury, or through a surrogate limit, such as 
carbon monoxide.  The use of surrogate pollutants to establish MACT is 
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appropriate “if reasonable to do so.”255  Indicators of appropriateness can 
include (1) HAP is invariably present in the surrogate, (2) the surrogate 
control technology indiscriminately captures HAP along with the 
surrogate, (3) strong direct correlations exist between the surrogate 
emissions and the HAP, and (4) surrogate control is the only means to 
achieve HAP reductions.256 257

 
ii. Radionuclides were not addressed. 

 
§112(n)(1)(a) of the CAA required that the EPA conduct a study and 
report to Congress on the public health hazards from electric utility steam 
generating units.  The report 258  found that radionuclides had a less than 1 
in a million cancer risk for the coal-fired utilities; 1 in a million is the 
threshold EPA uses to determine risk to the public. The EPA stated, 
“…risks due to exposure to radionuclides from utilities are substantially 
lower than the risks due to natural background radiation.” After reasonable 
inquiry, emission estimates for radionuclides from coal combustion could 
not be found. The Department could not locate any other case-by-case 
permits that addressed radionuclide emissions. The Department has 
determined not to establish a separate limit for radionuclides.  
Radionuclides are emitted primarily as PM and therefore meet the 
surrogate test of invariably present as PM and controlled through the PM 
control device. Therefore, PM10 is an appropriate surrogate for 
radionuclides.  Refer to Response Category “K” for more information on 
radionuclides. 

 
iii. Filterable PM10 as a surrogate for non-mercury HAP metals. 

 
The Department looked to relevant standards as well as other available 
information in determining if PM was an appropriate surrogate.  In two 
MACT combustion standards, PM is used as a surrogate for non-mercury 
HAP metals.  These standards are Combustion Sources at Kraft, Soda and 
Sulfite Paper Mills-Subpart MM and the Boiler MACT.  In the Boiler 
MACT, the EPA justified its choice of PM as a surrogate stating that, 
“most, if not all, non-mercury metallic HAP emitted from combustion 
sources will appear on the flue gas fly-ash. Therefore, the same control 
techniques that would be used to control the fly-ash PM will control non-
mercury metallic HAP…The use of PM as a surrogate will also eliminate 
the cost of performance testing to comply with numerous standards for 
individual metals.” 259 The EPA further justified its choice of PM as a 
surrogate for non-mercury HAP metals by stating that “review of data in 
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the emission database for PM control devices having both inlet and outlet 
emissions results shows control efficiencies for each non-mercury metallic 
HAP similar to PM…”  Since the NESHAP program is a technology-
based standard, the technologies that have been developed and 
implemented to control particulate matter, also control non-mercury 
metallic HAP. Furthermore, since non-mercury metallic HAP is a 
component of particulate matter, we continue to believe that we can use 
particulate matter as a surrogate for the purposes of this rule.”260

 
Santee Cooper points to AP-42 to further justify the use of PM10 as a 
surrogate, including the appropriate use of the fabric filter to control both 
PM, selenium and other non-mercury metal HAP.  Tests conducted by 
DOE demonstrate that using a fabric filter, as opposed to an ESP or wet 
scrubber, captured 80% of selenium emissions.261 A DOE report showed 
“nearly 100% capture of arsenic, chromium and nickel.”262 Santee Cooper 
also refers to tests performed on particle size and control efficiency 
showing that fabric filters had “about one-half the emission rate of an 
ESP…”263  This information demonstrates that the fabric filter does a 
sufficient job of capturing HAP metals, demonstrates that there is a strong 
correlation between the emissions of PM and HAP metal and indicates 
that emission limits established to achieve good control of PM will 
achieve good control of HAP. 

 
See Section 3.c.i for MACT discussion of use of alternative fuels and 
other HAP reduction methods to address metal HAP reductions by means 
other than PM control. 

 
One group commented that because of the size of the HAP metal particles, 
a more appropriate surrogate would be PM2.5 rather than PM10.  Besides 
the available information used in a relevant proposed standard, the 
indicators of performance include that the HAP is present in the surrogate 
and the surrogate control technology indiscriminately captures the HAP 
along with the surrogate.  The fabric filter is capable of capturing PM2.5.264

 
One group commenting supplied.PM10 tests at two plants to consider for 
the best controlled similar source analysis: Cedar Bay and JEA Northside.  
Both units are CFB units, which are not considered a similar source.  In 
addition to these units not being similar sources to the Pee Dee PC units, 
because of many variables, the emission level achieved on a single or even 
several stack tests may not be possible with continual operations.  
Emission variability will occur over time because of changes in fuel 

                                                           
260 EPA memorandum.  Subject-Response to Public Comments on Proposed Industrial, Commercial, and 
Institutional Boilers and Process Heaters NESHAP.  (February 25, 2004). 
261 Santee Cooper to the Department Correspondence (December 1, 2008). 
262 Santee Cooper to the Department Correspondence (December 1, 2008). 
263 Santee Cooper to the Department Correspondence (December 1, 2008). 
264 Santee Cooper to the Department Correspondence (December 1, 2008). 
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characteristics as well as operational changes over the life span of the unit.  
The Department reviewed PM10 emission limits specified for units in 
recent PSD determinations, case-by-case determinations for similar 
sources and stack test data from Cross Unit 3 at the Santee Cooper Cross 
Generating Station to determine the best controlled similar source.  The 
data indicated that 0.012 lb/million Btu as the floor. There has been no 
other relevant information presented to indicate the MACT floor should be 
lowered. 

 
iv. CO as a surrogate for Organic HAPs. 

 
The Department looked to a relevant standard as well as other available 
information in determining if CO was an appropriate surrogate for organic 
HAPs. The Boiler MACT proposed CO as a surrogate for organic 
HAPs.265  The EPA justified its choice of CO as a surrogate by stating that 
“Because CO is a good indicator of incomplete combustion, there is a 
direct correlation between CO emissions and the formation of organic 
HAP emission.  Monitoring equipment for CO is readily available, which 
is not the case for organic HAP. Also, it is significantly easier and less 
expensive to measure and monitor CO emissions than to measure and 
monitor emissions of each individual organic HAP. Therefore, using CO 
as a surrogate for organic HAP is a reasonable approach because 
minimizing CO emissions will result in minimizing organic HAP 
emission.”266

 
A group commenting stated that CO was not an appropriate surrogate for 
the HAP dioxin. In the Boiler MACT, the EPA did state that “many 
factors affect the formation of dioxin, but that good combustion practices 
and CO emission limitations were MACT.”267

 
As discussed in the NOMA, a review of emission limits specified for 
similar sources in recent 112(g) applications, 112(g) permits and PSD 
determinations showed CO limits ranging from 0.10 lb/million Btu to 0.25 
lb/million Btu.  Most PC units with a 0.10 lb/mm Btu limit did not require 
a CO CEMS for compliance, but instead, required a 3-hour source test 
instead. The Department considered that one 3-hour source test, which can 
be performed at ideal operating conditions, was not as stringent as 
demonstrating compliance on a 30-day rolling average, using actual 
continuous data.   To demonstrate the limit was justified, as well as to 
demonstrate that a 30-day rolling average was an appropriate compliance 
averaging time, Santee Cooper performed a 30-day CO CEMS trial on one 

                                                           
265 Subpart DDDDD-National Emission Standards For Hazardous Air Pollutants For Industrial, 
Commercial, And Institutional Boilers And Process Heaters. 
266 68 FR at 1671. 
267 EPA memorandum.  Subject-Response to Public Comments on Proposed Industrial, Commercial, and 
Institutional Boilers and Process Heaters NESHAP, pages 49, 50 (February 25, 2004). 
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of the existing Cross units.268 The data did show that during a 30-day 
period, the CO emissions fluctuated, possibly due to load variations. The 
results of the CO monitoring could not be used to justify a lower limit and 
averaging time.   
 
One group commenting supplied tests at two plants to consider for the best 
controlled similar source analysis: Cedar Bay and JEA Northside.  Both 
units are CFB units, which are not considered a similar source.  In addition 
to these units not being similar sources to the Pee Dee PC units, because 
of many variables, the emission level achieved on a single or even several 
stack tests may not be possible with continual operations.  Emission 
variability will occur over time because of changes in fuel characteristics 
as well as operational changes over the life span of the unit.  The CO 
MACT emission limitation for the Pee Dee Generating Station is 0.15 
lb/million Btu, utilizing a CO CEMS on a 30-day rolling average basis.  
The use of a CEMS for the Pee Dee Generating Station units is considered 
to be a more rigorous monitoring requirement than a 3-hr performance 
testing requirement.  There has been no other relevant information 
presented to indicate the MACT floor should be lowered. 

 
See Section 3.c.i for MACT discussion of use of alternative fuels and 
other HAP reduction methods to address organic HAP reductions by 
means other than good combustion practices. 

 
v. SO2 as a surrogate for acid HAPs. 

 
SO2 was proposed to be the surrogate for inorganic HAPs.269  The FGD 
controls both acid gases and SO2.  “Scrubber systems rely on a chemical 
reaction with a sorbent to remove …sulfur dioxide (SO2), acid gases, and 
air toxics, from flue gases.” 270 As stated in the Department’s NOMA, the 
correlation between acid gases and SO2 is made on the premise that the 
FGD will control SO2 emissions and acid gas HAPs; therefore the removal 
of SO2 emissions through the FGD controls would also result in removal 
of hydrogen chloride and hydrogen fluoride emissions.  In a calcium-
based scrubber system, such as a wet FGD, SO2 removal correlates well 
with the removal of acid gas HAPs. Based on previous similar use of 
surrogate limits including agreement from the EPA and court rulings, the 
Department determined that the use of SO2 is an appropriate surrogate for 
acid gas HAPs. 

 
See Section 3.c.i MACT discussion on use of alternative fuels and other 

                                                           
268 Santee Cooper correspondence to DEEC, “CO Data from Cross Generating Station (November 20, 
2008).  
269 Santee Cooper Case-by-Case MACT Permit Application Proposed Pee Dee Coal-Fired Facility, June 
30, 2008  and addendums. 
270 www.icac.com/i4a/pages/index.cfm?Pageid=3401. 
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HAP reduction methods to address acid HAP reductions by means other 
than SO2 control. 

 
One group commenting supplied HCl and HF tests at facilities to consider 
for the best controlled similar source analysis. The Department has 
determined SO2 is the appropriate surrogate for acid gases.  Therefore, the 
Department reviewed SO2 emission limits specified for similar sources in 
recent PSD determinations that showed a level of 0.12 lb/million Btu as 
the floor. There has been no other relevant information presented to 
indicate the MACT floor should be lowered. 

 
e. Beyond-the-Floor 

 
i. The MACT application and the NOMA did not contain a proper beyond-

the-floor MACT analysis for mercury. 
 

The Department considered cost, non-air quality health and environmental 
impacts as well as energy requirements for activated carbon injection 
(ACI) and determined based on the cost and non-air quality environmental 
impacts that ACI is cost prohibitive based on the available information. 
See more information below on ACI and other control techniques and 
technologies. 

 
ii. Data used in the beyond-the-floor analysis were not fully presented. 

 
The data used by the Department can be located in the following 
documents: Santee Cooper case-by-case MACT Permit Application for 
Proposed Pee Dee Coal-Fired Facility dated June 30, 2008, Santee 
Cooper’s response to comments dated October 17, 2008, Santee Cooper’s 
response to comments dated October 15, 2008, and Santee Cooper’s 
response to the Department’s request for additional information dated 
December 1 and December 5, 2008. 

 
iii. ACI for control of mercury must be fairly evaluated. 

 
Santee Cooper based the design of a potential Pee Dee ACI system on an 
uncontrolled mercury emission rate established using 15 coal samples 
taken from Santee Cooper’s existing Cross and Winyah stations from 
January through May of 2008.  The estimated uncontrolled mercury 
emission rate for one Pee Dee unit based on these samples was 71.4 lb 
Hg/TWh.  Santee Cooper stated in their response to comments on 
December 1, 2008, that Siemens (Wheelabrator), an engineering design 
firm, used the uncontrolled mercury emission rate to recommend that an 
activated carbon injection rate of 5-10 lb carbon per million actual cubic 
feet (acf) of flue gas would be needed to produce a 90 percent removal 
rate of uncontrolled mercury.  Santee Cooper used this information and 
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developed a cost estimate for ACI assuming a carbon injection rate of 7.5 
lb/million acf.  Applying this injection rate to a flue gas air flow of 
2,200,000 acfm, the resulting amount of carbon used for ACI cost 
estimation purposes was 990 lb/hr for a single Pee Dee unit.  The injection 
rate of 7.5 lb/million acf was selected to assure a high level of mercury 
removal from ACI alone.  A lower injection rate would lower total 
operating cost but might not remove as much mercury, so that the cost 
effectiveness value on a $/lb-mercury-removed basis might not decrease at 
a lower injection rate.271

 
Although ACI technology could remove mercury, the effect of ACI 
mercury removal on the co-benefit effect of other controls (SCR, FF, and 
FGD) is unknown.  In other words, the total mercury reduction with ACI 
plus co-benefit controls compared to the total mercury reduction with co-
benefit controls alone is not known with certainty. 

 
A group commented that several other proposed or existing facilities have 
requirements to install ACI technology for their NSR construction permits 
or for other reasons.  The Department contacted the permitting authority of 
each facility mentioned and was able to obtain information on all but one 
of these facilities.  See table below for a summary of the information. 

 

Facility Location Boiler Type Coal Type Used Other Information 
San Juan 
Generating 
Station 

New Mexico Pulverized Coal Western Coal Existing units installed in 1973-1982; 
facility under consent decree for 
numerous opacity violations;  an 18-
month study of ACI is a condition of the 
consent decree;  no emissions limitations 
or percent reduction requirements during 
the study 

Highwood Montana Circulating 
Fluidized Bed 

Powder River Basin Unit is under construction;  ACI is 
required by permit;  however, the state 
contact indicated that the control method 
could change depending on the outcome 
of compliance with the statewide 
mercury rule (application submission 
date is January 1, 2009) 

Hardin Montana Pulverized Coal Powder River Basin Under settlement agreement to install 
ACI but could apply for an equivalent 
control method when it submits an 
application by January 1, 2009, to 
comply with statewide mercury rule. 

Comanche 
Power 

Colorado Pulverized Coal Powder River Basin Two existing units and one under 
construction; Settlement Agreement does 
not specifically require ACI;  various 
sorbents being tested  

Dominion Power Virginia Circulating 
Fluidized Bed 

Coal Refuse and 
other fuel mixtures 

Permit issued in 2008 and under 
litigation 

Council Bluffs Iowa Pulverized Coal Powder River Basin No cost analysis information available 
Longleaf Georgia Pulverized Coal Subbituminous 

(primary) 
Permit issued in 2007 and under 
litigation 

                                                           
271 Santee Cooper Response to Comments, December 1, 2008, 2. 
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As shown above, ACI technology is being used at, or required for, some 
pulverized coal and CFB units mostly designed for combustion of 
subbituminous coals (such as Powder River Basin coal) or other low rank 
coals (such as coal refuse).  Santee Cooper plans to use eastern bituminous 
coal due to the difficulties of receiving coal from the west.272  There is 
uncertainty as to the effectiveness of using ACI technology to further 
reduce mercury emissions when combusting typical eastern bituminous 
coals with higher sulfur content273 and equipped with a sequence of 
controls for other pollutants that provide co-benefit mercury control.  
Santee Cooper provided a cost analysis for ACI technology in Appendix E 
of its 112(g) application, dated June 30, 2008.  Santee Cooper also 
provided additional information on the mercury efficiency, the design 
basis of the ACI system and uncontrolled mercury emission rate in their 
response to comments dated December 1, 2008. 

 
Santee Cooper estimated the total annual cost of ACI technology to be 
several million dollars, resulting in a cost per pound of mercury emissions 
removed to be greater than $100,000 per pound per unit.  Although the 
112(g) regulations do not establish a cost effectiveness threshold to 
determine when a control technology is cost prohibitive, the EPA has 
estimated the cost of ACI technology for other MACT standards that 
regulate mercury emissions as stated in the NOMA.274  In the Clean Air 
Mercury Rule (CAMR), the EPA proposed to use a safety valve price of 
$2,187 per ounce (approximately $35,000 per pound) to determine when a 
control technology was cost prohibitive.275  For the purpose of this 
determination, the Department considered a cost as high as $35,000 per 
pound to be cost prohibitive.  However, the Department has included a 
condition in the permit that requires the boiler systems to be installed in a 
manner that should future mercury-specific control be required or a lower 
mercury emissions limit be required, the facility will be designed to 
accommodate the anticipated space necessary for any future mercury 
control technology.  The Department has also added a condition to the 
permit requiring Santee Cooper to conduct a six-month sorbent injection 
trial to determine the mercury reduction effectiveness beyond the co-
benefit emissions expected from the suite of controls Santee Cooper has 
proposed. 

 
As stated in the NOMA, when activated carbon is injected as a sorbent, 
the fly ash carbon content increases and prevents the fly ash from being 
used by other industries as a raw material.  The Portland Cement MACT 

                                                           
272.Santee Cooper Response to Public Comments on the Draft PSD Permit for Pee Dee Generating Station, 
July 15, 2008, 54 and Appendix L. 
273 NOMA, September 23, 2008, 36. 
274 NOMA, September 23, 2008, 20. 
275 Standards of Performance for New and Existing Stationary Sources: Electric Utility Steam Generating 
Units; Final Rule, 70 Fed. Reg. 28630 (May 18, 2005). 
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Standard276 bans the use of fly ash that contains any mercury sorbent from 
being used as a raw material in any cement kiln.  The concrete industry 
does not typically use fly ash containing high levels of carbon. 
 
As stated in the NOMA the non-air quality environmental impacts of 
using ACI technology include the need to landfill a significant amount of 
fly ash in nearby landfills.  If Santee Cooper decides to install ACI 
technology and is not able to sell the sorbent-containing fly ash to other 
industries, the fly ash would need to be landfilled.  Santee Cooper 
estimates that up to 200,000 tons of fly ash per year may be disposed of in 
nearby landfills if ACI technology is used. 

 
As stated in the NOMA, there are no known adverse non-air quality health 
impacts of using ACI technology.  It is however uncertain as to whether 
ACI technology will further reduce mercury emissions when typical 
eastern bituminous coal is being burned.  The non-air quality 
environmental impacts of using ACI technology include the need to 
landfill a significant amount of fly ash in nearby landfills.  There are no 
direct energy impacts of using ACI technology. 

 
Based on the cost impacts and possible additional non-air quality 
environmental impacts of using ACI technology, the Department has 
determined that ACI technology is cost prohibitive at this time, has an 
adverse non-air quality environmental impact, and is therefore not justified 
as beyond-the-floor control technology.  As stated above, the beyond-the-
floor evaluation addresses the non-air quality health and environmental 
impacts of the control technology (ACI) and not the non-air quality and 
environmental impacts of the HAP emissions themselves. 

 
iv. Other control options for mercury must be evaluated. 

 
 a) ReACT 
 

A group commented that a multi-pollutant control technology, 
ReACT, must be considered.  The information the group provided 
in its supplemental information indicated that this technology is 
mainly used as a substitute control technology for other 
conventional control technologies commonly used to control 
criteria pollutants and mercury.  Santee Cooper provided additional 
information on this technology that showed the percent reductions 
of SO2, NOx and PM were less than the control efficiencies Santee 
Cooper has proposed for the Pee Dee project.  Based on the 
information provided the mercury emission reduction for the 
ReACT technology is comparable to the reductions Santee Cooper 

                                                           
276 National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants From the Portland Cement Manufacturing 
Industry; Final Rule and Proposed Rule, 71 Fed. Reg. 76518 (December 20, 2006). 
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is expected to achieve with their co-benefit approach. 
 

b) Low mercury containing coal 
 

In the 2004 Proposed Utility MACT, the EPA considered the use 
of low mercury coal as an option for their MACT floor analysis.  
The EPA decided that the option of requiring existing sources to 
switch to low mercury coal was not appropriate and subsequently 
ruled out the use of this option in the MACT floor analysis.  Since 
this option was dismissed in the MACT floor analysis, it was not 
considered as a beyond-the-floor requirement.  The reasons for not 
considering this option were “the EPA has no data on which to 
determine the ‘best’ seam, or rank, of coal on which to base such a 
requirement. Further, even if a ‘better/best’ seam could be 
identified, changing to a specific or different seam of coal would 
essentially determine the area or even mine from which the coal 
could be produced. The fuel substitution issue then becomes 
dependent on the regional differences in coal characteristics and 
the subsequent feasibility of placing a burden on units that are 
located further from the better/ best seams”.277  The EPA also 
stated “requiring all plants to combust coal from a specific seam is 
not a viable long-term solution because the supply of coal from 
that seam would be rapidly depleted.”  The EPA did state that new 
sources would be able to design a new facility taking into 
consideration coal rank, “however the economics of fuel 
availability would still be a determining factor as to what fuel was 
chosen, particularly with regard to new units co-located with 
existing units”.278  The Department relied on EPA’s beyond the 
floor determination and did not require this option as the MACT 
floor or beyond-the-floor. 

 
c) Coal cleaning 

 
Coal cleaning is a process where water is used to remove 
undesirable material and impurities such as ash, sulfur, rocks and 
metals from raw coal.  To the extent that such materials contain 
mercury or other air pollutant forming substances such as sulfur, 
coal cleaning can serve as a supplemental air pollutant control 
method.  Additionally, coal cleaning typically occurs at the mouth 
of, or adjacent to, a coal mine to minimize handling issues and 
transportation costs.  A study by the EPA in 1997279 reported that 
77% of all eastern and Midwestern bituminous coal shipments are 

                                                           
277 69 FR 4669, http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/combust/utiltox/frnotice_013003.pdf
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279 Mercury Study Report to Congress, Volume I: Executive Summary, EPA-452/R-97-004, U.S. EPA, 
December 1997, http://www.epa.gov/ttncaaa1/t3/reports/volume1.pdf. 
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cleaned in order to meet customer specifications for heating value, 
ash content and sulfur content.  The amount of mercury removed 
would depend upon the amount of impurities present in the raw 
coal.  Coal washing would not affect the mercury contained within 
the organic carbon structure of the coal itself.280  Several reports 
discussing coal cleaning have reported a range of coal cleaning 
efficiencies. The Department of Energy found that about 37% of 
the mercury in the impurities in the raw coal could be removed.281  
The EPA study done in 1997 covered different coal seams in 
Illinois, Pennsylvania, Kentucky and Alabama and found a 
mercury removal rate of 0-64% with an average of 21%.282  Since 
most of the coal that is planned to be delivered to the Pee Dee plant 
would already be washed some level of mercury reduction will 
have already occurred for most coal shipments.283

 
The EPA also considered coal cleaning in its 2004 Proposed Utility 
MACT and determined that it would be difficult to track and 
compare the mercury concentrations in the coal received to the 
stack emissions.284

Ver4701:\FR\FM\30JAP3.SGM 30JAP3 
On-site coal washing also results in other non-air quality 
environmental impacts in the form of waste coal piles and 
sediment run off. Run off from the waste coal piles is acidic and 
contains heavy metals, which could lead to water quality 
degradation in the surrounding areas.  Large quantities of water 
(approximately 3.5-4.2 cubic feet of water per ton of coal 
cleaned)285 are consumed during the coal washing process. 

 
d). IGCC 

 
In the Proposed 2004 Utility MACT standard, the EPA established 
a subcategory for IGCC units based on IGCC being a technically 
distinct combustion process.  Operation of an IGCC unit does not 
actually combust the coal, but uses a process to gasify the coal 
under high temperature and pressure to extract a synthetic gas 
which is then burned.286  The EPA concluded that no coal is 

                                                           
280 Santee Cooper Pee Dee Case-by-Case MACT Follow Up to DHEC Request for Supplemental 
Information, October 17, 2008, 2. 
281 http://fossil.energy.gov/programs/powersystems/pollutioncontrols/overview_mercurycontrols.html
282 Mercury Study Report to Congress, Volume I: Executive Summary, EPA-452/R-97-004, U.S. EPA, 
December 1997, http://www.epa.gov/ttncaaa1/t3/reports/volume1.pdf. 
283 Santee Cooper Pee Dee Case-by-Case MACT Follow Up to DHEC Request for Supplemental 
Information, October 17, 2008, 3. 
284 Proposed National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants; and, in the Alternative, Proposed 
Standards of Performance for New and Existing Stationary Sources: Electric Utility Steam Generating 
Units; Proposed Rule, 69 Fed. Reg. 4671 (proposed January 30, 2004). 
285 http://www.crspl.com/coalwashery.html 
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directly fired and “thus, IGCC units are a distinct class or type of 
boiler for the proposed rule.”287 The Department has relied on that 
proposed MACT standard in justifying its decision to eliminate 
IGCC units as a similar source from PC units as allowed by S.C. 
Regulation 61-62.63.43(d)(4)288.  See more information on IGCC 
in Response Category “D” and “J”. 

 
v. Mercury control efficiencies are unknown. 

 
Santee Cooper has provided projected mercury control efficiencies for the 
proposed Pee Dee plant.289  Santee Cooper plans to utilize Central 
Appalachian, Northern Appalachian, and/or Illinois Basin coal for the 
proposed Pee Dee Plant.  The uncontrolled emission rates are expected to 
be in the range of approximately 90-190 lb/TWh, resulting in a mercury 
removal efficiency on the order of 90-95%. 

 
vi. Beyond-the-floor for HCl and HF. 

 
Santee Cooper proposed that SO2 be considered as a surrogate pollutant 
for HCl and HF.  This correlation is made on the premise that controlling 
SO2 emissions will also result in controlling HCl and HF through the use 
of a wet Flue Gas Desulfurization (FGD) control device.  A comment was 
made that the Department did not consider beyond-the-floor controls for 
either HCl or HF.  The Department is not aware of any HCl or HF 
specific-control technologies that could be considered as beyond-the-floor 
for HCl or HF, and no technology information was provided by the 
commenter to the Department for consideration. 

 
A comment was also made that the design chlorine and fluorine content 
were not reported and that the permit should specify a control efficiency 
for each one.  Santee Cooper has submitted information on the chlorine 
content of coal received at their Cross and Winyah stations during January 
through May of 2008.290  The chlorine content ranged from 200-1200 
ppm.  The EPA, in its 2004 Proposed Utility MACT, found that chlorine 
content of the coal played a significant role in determining the type and 
amount of mercury emissions.  The significance of the chlorine content in 

                                                           
287 69 FR at 4666 
288 If the Administrator has either proposed a relevant emission standard pursuant to section 112(d) or  
section 112(h) of the Act or adopted a presumptive MACT determination for the source category which 
includes the constructed or reconstructed major source, then the MACT requirements applied to the 
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289 Santee Cooper Response to SCDHEC November 25 Request for Information regarding the draft NOMA 
for the Proposed Pee Dee Generating Station; December 1, 2008, 2 and attachment 2a and 2b. 
290 Santee Cooper Response to SCDHEC November 25 Request for Information regarding the draft NOMA 
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 136



the coal was also discussed in a WEST Associates Tucson, Arizona 
document291 where it is stated “in particular, the chlorine content of coal 
can be used as a key indicator of the type of mercury compound in flue 
gas. The effectiveness of control devices at removing mercury depends to 
a large extent on the levels of chlorine in the coal and the resultant type of 
mercury compound in the flue gas. Thus, which mercury compounds are 
present in the flue gas impacts the amount of mercury that will be captured 
by control devices and how much mercury will be released in stack 
emissions.” 

 
Considering the importance of chlorine in the removal of mercury, it is not 
desirable to establish a chlorine content limitation in coal.  A chlorine 
limitation could potentially result in an increase of mercury emissions.292

 
Santee Cooper based the HF emissions on the EPA AP-42 emissions 
factors.  It is expected that the fluorine would also oxidize the mercury, 
similarly to chlorine, hence establishing a fluorine content in the coal 
could result in an increase of mercury emissions.293

 
A comment was also made that the Department should require an HCl 
CEMS to be installed.  Even though HCl CEMS are currently a 
monitoring option (not a requirement)  in the Hospital/Medical/Infectious 
Waste Incinerators New Source Performance Standard,294 the Department 
is not aware of any HCl CEMS installed and operated on a utility boiler 
and has no data to determine their performance. The group commenting 
did not provide any data on HCl CEMS used in practice.  The Department 
determined SO2 was an appropriate surrogate for HCl. See above 
discussion section 3.d.v. 
 
The Department determined SO2 was an appropriate surrogate for HCl and 
HF.  Annual source testing is required to demonstrate the correlation 
between SO2 and HCl and HF. 

 
vii. The Department did not consider additional control options in the beyond-

the-floor analysis for non-mercury metal HAPs.  A group commented that 
the Department should consider a wet ESP in series with a fabric filter and 
should also consider an “Advanced Hybrid Particulate Collector” (AHPC) 
system. 

                                                           
291 “Multivariable Method To Estimate The Mercury Emissions Of The Best-Performing Coal-Fired Utility 
Units Under The Most Adverse Circumstances Which Can Reasonably Be Expected To Recur”, March 4, 
2003 
292 Santee Cooper Response to SCDHEC November 25 Request for Information regarding the draft NOMA 
for the Proposed Pee Dee Generating Station; December 1, 2008 p15 and attachment 17a 
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294 40 CFR 60, Subpart Ec--Standards Of Performance For Hospital/Medical/Infectious Waste Incinerators 
For Which Construction Is Commenced After June 20, 1996. 

 137



 
The Department determined in the NOMA that the installation of a fabric 
filter would be representative of the maximum achievable control 
technology for filterable PM10.  Santee Cooper provided a cost analysis for 
installing a wet ESP in addition to a fabric filter.  Based on an emission 
rate of 6.88 TPY of non-mercury metal HAPs, the cost effectiveness of the 
wet ESP would be $926,000 per ton.295

 
There are no known adverse non-air quality health or environmental 
impacts of using a wet ESP.  There are no direct energy impacts of using a 
wet ESP, due to low energy requirements.296  The Department has 
determined that the installation of a wet ESP in addition to a fabric filter is 
cost prohibitive, and is therefore not justified as beyond-the-floor control 
technology.  As stated above, the-beyond-the floor evaluation addresses 
the non-air quality health and environmental impacts of the control 
technology (wet ESP) and not the non-air quality and environmental 
impacts of the HAP emissions themselves. 

 
The Department was not able to locate the reference given by the 
commenter for the AHPC system.  After reasonable inquiry, no 
information could be located that the system is commercially available.  A 
full scale demonstration test of the AHPC system was found to have been 
preformed at the Big Stone Plant near Milbank, SD during October 2002 
and December 2005.  No data or results on this demonstration test could 
be located nor was it provided for consideration by the commenter. 

 
f. Other 

 
i. Use of Available Information.  Comment was made to consult certain 

sources as available information. 
 

The group commenting generically pointed to areas to consult to 
determine the MACT limit, but did not provide any specific information 
that these sources had that may impact the MACT emission limitation.  
The Department discussed in this section and in the NOMA document that 
the MACT determination must be made based on available information.   
This determination was made using all available information.  The 
Department used information supplied by Santee Cooper, by other states, 
in other PSD and case-by-case MACT applications and permits, comments 
and information from government entities such as the EPA and the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service and comments received from the public.  The 
Department also used all available information as defined in S.C. 
Regulation 61-62.63 (Supp. 2007). 

                                                           
295 Santee Cooper Response to SCDHEC November 25 Request for Information regarding the draft NOMA 
for the Proposed Pee Dee Generating Station; December 1, 2008, 11. 
296 http://www.epa.gov/ttn/catc/dir1/fwespwpl.pdf.
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ii. MACT limits will become the BACT limits. 

 
BACT does not apply to mercury emissions.  BACT is a requirement of 
the PSD permit program per CAA §165 for regulated NSR pollutants.  
Mercury is a listed HAP per CAA §112(b).  S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, 
Standard No. 7 (b)(44) states that section 112 hazardous air pollutants are 
not regulated NSR pollutants. 

 
  iii. Permit should contain mercury specific control. 
 

South Carolina’s case-by-case MACT regulation governs mercury 
emissions from this project. It requires the application of a MACT 
emission limitation.  The MACT floor is the emission limitation achieved 
in practice by the best controlled similar source. There are no specific 
requirements in the regulation for mercury specific controls.  Refer to the 
MACT Floor section above for discussion on the MACT emission 
limitation. 

 
iv. Maximum levels need to be applied for mercury. 

 
As discussed earlier, there are no national ambient air standards for 
mercury, so there is no one maximum level that is applied to each 
industrial source or to the state as a whole.  There are, however, 
requirements for industrial sources to demonstrate compliance with a 
maximum allowable fenceline concentration limit for mercury.  Sources 
burning only virgin fuel and sources subject to 112(g) are exempt from 
this requirement.  Santee Cooper voluntarily submitted air dispersion 
modeling that demonstrated compliance with that standard.  The mercury 
regulation governing this permit is the 112(g) regulation.  The regulation 
requires that the Department determine the maximum achievable control 
technology (MACT) emission limitation based on what the best controlled 
similar source has achieved in practice. This is an interim standard, as the 
EPA is now required to finalize a MACT standard that would apply to all 
coal-fired utility sources.  Once that standard is finalized, the Santee 
Cooper Pee Dee Generating Station will be required to meet that federal 
limit.  A condition has been placed in the permit to state that if the case-
by-case limit is more stringent, Santee Cooper will have to continue to 
comply with that limit as well. 

 
v. There are doubts the proposed facility would remove as much mercury 

from the stack gas as claimed. 
 

The permit requires the facility to operate a suite of controls for NOX, SO2 
and PM that will provide a co-benefit control for mercury emissions.  
Santee Cooper has estimated a control efficiency between 90 and 95%, 
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depending on the mercury and chlorine content of the coal.  The permit 
requires the facility to test, monitor, record and report mercury emissions 
from the boilers.  Mercury emissions will be measured and assessed by the 
continuous emissions monitor. The monitor will be installed, operated and 
maintained per federal and state requirements.  Santee Cooper is expected 
to comply with its emission limit.  If Santee Cooper cannot meet the 
MACT emission limitation, controls or other measures that limit mercury 
emissions further will be put in place to ensure compliance with the 
MACT emission limitation. 

 
4 Summary 
 
In assistance in making MACT determinations, the Department relied on the EPA’s 2004 
proposed Utility MACT and Boiler MACT standards, when appropriate.  The EPA had 
an expectation that the MACT determination would “strongly consider” the proposed 
MACT standard and any other relevant MACT standard. 
 
The Department determined “similar source” based on emissions and design and capacity 
differences, as defined in the similar source definition.  Comments received on the 
similar source determination considered only if the boiler types had comparable 
emissions.  The group commenting did not give equal weight to design and capacity of 
the boiler types, as is required in defining a similar source. 
 
In determining “achieved in practice” in establishing the “MACT floor,” application of 
variability was considered to be crucial.  The Department reviewed several variability 
analyses and determined the selected variability approach was most reasonable.  Because 
of many variables, the emission level achieved on a single or even several stack tests may 
not be possible with continual operations.  Emission variability will occur over time 
because of changes in fuel characteristics as well as operational changes over the life 
span of the unit.   
 
The Department considered if further reductions beyond the MACT floor were 
achievable.  Based on the definition of MACT, the Department considered additional 
controls beyond what Santee Cooper had already proposed; these reductions must take 
into account economic and non air health and environmental impacts.  Based on the 
review of additional control technologies, these technologies either did not achieve any 
further reductions beyond what was proposed, or were technically or economically 
infeasible at this time. 
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K. Category:  Health and Environmental Impacts 
 

1. Concerns Raised in Public Comments 
 
Many comments were received about the health and environmental impact of the Santee 
Cooper plant.  Most of the concerns raised were related to mercury emissions.  The health 
and environmental impacts of mercury are addressed in Response Category “I” of this 
document.  Most of these comments also recommended that Santee Cooper consider 
energy conservation and cleaner energy alternatives. More information about energy 
conservation and alternatives can be found in Response Category “A” and “B”, 
respectively. Therefore, the information below will focus on the health and 
environmental impacts of non-mercury emissions. 

 
Comments received about health and environmental comments included: 

 
a. Respiratory concerns about respiritory diseases. 
b. The Department should test humans that each fish; 
c. Concerns about fly ash and soot. 
d. The emissions from the plant will pollute the air and water. 
e. The Department’s ability to measure and monitor health effects is 

insufficent. 
f. Concerns raised about wells drying up and groundwater contamination. 
g. Concerns raised about adverse impacts on trees, crops, heritage, wildlife, 

hunting, and family activities. 
h. Concerns raised about landfills and ash ponds. 
i. Concerns raised about wetlands. 
j. Concerns raised about acid rain and smog. 
k. Concerns about radioactive emissions and human testing for radioactivity 

suggesed. 
l. The Department failed to consider the disproportionate impact on minority 

and low-income communities. 
m. Emissions from the plant may cause cancer or death. 
n. Concerns raised about the Red Cockaded Woodpeckers. 
o. Concerns about water withdrawals and low river levels. 
p. Concerns raised about the amount of acres to be disturbed for landfills, 

ashponds, wetlands, transmission lines, and train lines. 
 
2. Regulatory Background 

The Clean Air Act requires the EPA to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS)297 for pollutants considered harmful to public health and the environment. The 
Clean Air Act established two types of national air quality standards - primary standards 
and secondary standards.  Primary standards are set to protect public health, including the 
health of sensitive populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly.  Secondary 

                                                           
297 40 CFR part 50. 
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standards are set to protect public welfare, such as  protection against decreased visibility, 
damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings.298

The EPA Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards has set NAAQS for six principal 
pollutants, which are called "criteria" pollutants.  They are listed below. Units of measure 
for the standards are parts per million (ppm) by volume, milligrams per cubic meter of air 
(mg/m3), and micrograms per cubic meter of air (µg/m3).  The Department has adopted 
(or is in the process of adopting) all of the NAAQS listed below. 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 
 Primary Standards Secondary Standards 

Criteria Pollutant Level Averaging Time Level Averaging 
Time 

9 ppm  
(10 mg/m3)  8-hour  Carbon  

Monoxide 35 ppm  
(40 mg/m3) 1-hour  

None  

0.15 µg/m3 
(new standard) 299 Rolling 3-Month Average Same as Primary Standard Lead 
1.5 µg/m3 Quarterly Average Same as Primary Standard 

Nitrogen  
Dioxide 

0.053 ppm  
(100 µg/m3) 

Annual  
(Arithmetic Mean) Same as Primary Standard 

150 µg/m3 (PM10) 24-hour  Same as Primary Standard 

15.0 µg/m3 (PM2.5) 
Annual  
(Arithmetic Mean) Same as Primary Standard Particulate  

Matter  
35 µg/m3 (PM2.5) 24-hour  Same as Primary Standard 
0.075 ppm (2008 standard)  8-hour  Same as Primary  Standard 
0.08 ppm (1997 standard)  8-hour  Same as Primary Standard 

Ozone 
0.12 ppm 

1-hour  
(Applies only in limited 
areas) 

Same as Primary Standard 

0.03 ppm (80 µg/m3) Annual  
(Arithmetic Mean)  Sulfur  

Dioxide 
0.14 ppm (365 µg/m3) 24-hour  

0.5 ppm  
(1300 µg/m3) 3-hour  

 

                                                           
298 http://epa.gov/air/criteria.html. 
299 73 F.R.66964 (November 12, 2008), National Ambient Air Quality Standard for Lead. 
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The Department has also established state ambient air quality standards for total 
suspended particles (TSP) and gaseous fluorides as outlined in the table below. 
 

South Carolina Ambient Air Quality Standards 
 Primary Standards Secondary Standards 

Pollutant Level Averaging Time Level Averaging 
Time 

Total Suspended 
Particulates (TSP) 

75 µg/m3 Annual Geometric Mean Same as Primary Standard 

3.7 µg/m3 12-hour average 
2.9 µg/m3 24-hour average 

Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 

1.6 µg/m3 1-week average  

Gaseous Fluorides [as 
Hydrogen Fluoride (HF)] 

0.8 µg/m3 1-month average 
Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 

 
Compliance with these standards above is demonstrated by air dispersion modeling and 
ambient monitoring throughout South Carolina.  See Attachment A of the permit for the 
air dispersion modeling analysis results for the Santee Cooper Pee Dee Generating 
Station. 
 
Since the EPA has not established NAAQS for air toxic pollutants, the Department’s 
Bureau of Air Quality has established maximum allowable concentrations (MAC) for 
over 200 toxic air pollutants. South Carolina is one of the few states that have a state air 
toxics ambient standard.  The Department’s air toxics standard (S.C. Regulation 61-62.5 
Standard No. 8, Toxics Air Pollutants) requires a facility emitting one or more of the 
listed toxic air pollutants to demonstrate compliance with a MAC at the fenceline and 
into the community.  This standard is health-based, while the EPA’s Maximum 
Achievable Control Technology (MACT) standards are control technology-based. 

 
Emission sources that are subject to Section 112(g) MACT standards or burn virgin fuels 
are exempt from S.C. Regulation 61-62, Standard No. 8, Toxic Air Pollutants (Standard 
No. 8).300  However, Santee Cooper voluntarily submitted air dispersion modeling for 
mercury and sulfuric acid in response to comments received on the draft PSD permit 
about these pollutants.  The modeling was reviewed by the Department and the results 
were compared to the MAC301 outlined in Standard No. 8 for these two pollutants (see 
table below). The analysis resulted in concentrations of each pollutant well below the 
standards. 
 

Modeled Toxic Air Pollutants 

Pollutant CAS 
Number 

24-hour Impact 
(μg/m3) 

Standard 
(μg/m3) 

% of 
Standard 

Mercury 7439-97-6 0.0003 302  0.25 0.1 

Sulfuric Acid 7664-93-9 0.57 10.00 5.7 

                                                           
300 S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 8 Toxic Air Pollutants, I. and I.E.(1) (Supp. 2007). 
301 S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 8 Toxic Air Pollutants, II (Supp. 2007). 
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As discussed in Response Category “J” of this document, the MACT program reduces 
HAP emissions through control technology.  The application of a MACT emission 
limitation will reduce HAP emissions and thus reduce the health risk.  The MACT 
regulation does not require an assessment of current local human health conditions.  
 
The Department’s Bureau of Water is currently reviewing Santee Cooper’s 401 
Certification permit application which will address local water quality.  The U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) which will be 
used to address the plant’s impact on wetlands.  For more information on the EIS, go to 
http://www.peedeepowereis.com/default.aspx. 
 
Santee Cooper has also prepared an Environmental Assessment for the plant.  Go to 
https://www.santeecooper.com/keepingthefuturebright/regulatory-process.asp to see this 
assessment. 
 
3. Response to Comments 
 

a. Emissions from the plant may cause increased asthma and other respiratory 
illnesses like emphysema, lung disorders, chronic obstructive pulmonary 
disease, and have a negative impact on children with respiritory diseases. 
 
Primary standards are set to protect public health, including the health of 
sensitive populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly.  Santee 
Cooper has submitted air dispersion modeling that demonstrates compliance 
with the NAAQS and state ambient air quality standards as outlined above.  
The Department has reviewed this modeling and determined that the facility 
can meet all applicable air quality health-based standards. 
 

b. The Department should test humans that each fish. 
 
The Agency recognizes that assessing and addressing mercury issues in this 
state is crucial and has committed to conducting a statewide mercury health 
study. The scope of this study has not yet been determined. The Agency will 
begin with the areas most at risk, which are the coastal plains.  This study is 
not linked to the Pee Dee project.  See Response Category “I” for more 
information. 

 
c. The emissions from the plant will cause soot and ash fallout on property; one 

commenter stated that he has experienced fly ash fallout on his property near 
another power plant; concerns also expressed about arsenic contained in the 
fly ash. 

 

                                                                                                                                                                             
302 As a conservative approach, Santee Cooper used the federal Clean Air Mercury Rule (CAMR) mercury 
emission limit (116 lb/yr normalized to 1 gram/second) in the modeling analysis.  The use of the mercury 
permit limit would have resulted in an even lower concentration. 
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Air pollution control devices, called baghouses or fabric filters, are expected 
to remove 99.9% of the fly ash (and any arsenic in the fly ash) from the boiler 
stacks.  These baghouses are far more efficient at removing particulate matter 
than control devices used at older power plants.  The fly ash will be removed 
from the baghouses using hoppers and be stored in silos which will also have 
air pollution control devices (dust collectors).  Santee Cooper plans to ship the 
fly ash offsite to be used in the cement and concrete manufacturing industry.  
Shipping the fly ash offsite may eliminate the need to landfill the fly ash on-
site.  If the fly ash is landfilled on-site, the Department’s Bureau of Land and 
Waste Management (BLWM) will be responsible for reviewing any landfill 
permit application and ensuring the proper liners and caps are installed to 
address arsenic concerns.  Arsenic emissions from the boilers may be further 
reduced by the scrubber (flue gas desulfurization) system Santee Cooper plans 
to install. 
 

d. The emissions from the plant will pollute the air and water; 
 

Santee Cooper has submitted air dispersion modeling that demonstrates 
compliance with the NAAQS and state ambient air quality standards as 
outlined above.  The Department has reviewed this modeling and determined 
that the facility can meet all applicable air quality standards.  The 
Department’s Bureau of Water will review all water quality and discharge 
permit applications. 

 
e. The Department’s ability to measure and monitor health effects is insufficent; 

 
The Department has operated an air quality monitoring network in South 
Carolina since 1959. The monitoring network currently comprises over 96 
monitors and samplers at 41 sites across the state.303 These monitors and 
samplers are used to assess South Carolina’s air quality and determine 
compliance with the NAAQS and state ambient air quality standards. All 
monitors in the Florence area show attainment with all current air quality 
standards. 

 
The Department does not have the resources to conduct health studies in every 
community.  However, the Department has committed to conducting a 
statewide mercury health study. The scope of this study has not yet been 
determined. The Agency will begin with the areas most at risk, which are the 
coastal plains. 
 

f. Concerns raised about wells drying up and groundwater contamination. 
 

Prior to the Department’s public hearing, several residents inquired about 
monitoring wells Santee Cooper had installed.  Santee Cooper installed six 
wells in 2006, which are being used to monitor the water table level in the 

                                                           
303 www.scdhec.gov/environment/baq/ambientairmonitoring.aspx. 
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area of the proposed plant.  These locations were selected by a geologist, hired 
by Santee Cooper, as the best locations to provide data for planning of pre-
construction and construction activities in support of the power plant.  These 
wells are shallow and will not be used for groundwater withdrawals and 
should not impact well water levels.  See more information about protection 
of groundwater contamination in Section h below (landfills and ashponds). 
 

g. Concerns raised about adverse impacts on trees, crops, heritage, wildlife, 
hunting, and family activities. 
 
Secondary standards are set to protect public welfare, such as protection 
against decreased visibility, damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and 
buildings. Santee Cooper has submitted air dispersion modeling that 
demonstrates compliance with the NAAQS and state ambient air quality 
standards as outlined above.  The Department has reviewed this modeling and 
determined that the facility can meet all applicable air quality standards 
required for the air permit.  See Response Category “F” of this document to 
review the soils and vegetation analysis conducted by Santee Cooper and 
reviewed by the Department.  Also go to 
https://www.santeecooper.com/keepingthefuturebright/regulatory-process.asp 
to see the Environmental Assessment prepared by Santee Cooper. 
 
A federal agency commented that this proposed project would have potential 
adverse impacts on several wildlife habitats located near and downriver from 
the proposed site and the Cape Romain National Wildlife Refuge.  The 
commenting agency stated that it would provide additional information 
addressing these concerns; however, no additional information about these 
concerns was received from that office. 

 
h. Concerns raised about landfills and ash ponds. 

 
Landfills are regulated by the Department's Bureau of Land and Waste 
Management (BLWM).  Prior to the construction of a landfill, Santee Cooper 
would be required to obtain a Solid Waste Landfill Permit in accordance with 
S.C. Regulation 61-107.19.  These regulations require the applicant to 
characterize the waste by testing for the levels of hazardous constituents.  The 
type and design of the landfill would be dependent on the levels of 
constituents in the waste.  The landfill, which may include requirements to 
include a liner and cap system, is designed to be protective of groundwater 
quality.  Additionally, groundwater monitoring would be included as a 
requirement in the landfill permit.  No application has been received by the 
BLWM to date.  When a landfill permit application is received, the 
Department’s BLWM will follow the required permitting and public 
notification process. 
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Ash ponds are regulated by the Department's Bureau of Water (BOW).  Prior 
to construction of any ash pond that may discharge to Waters of the State, 
Santee Cooper would be required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) discharge permit, as well as a construction 
permit.  The construction permit ensures that the ponds are designed to be 
protective of groundwater quality.  Once the ash ponds are constructed, Santee 
Cooper would have to obtain approval to operate prior to using the ponds. 
Santee Cooper would be required to meet any discharge limits that may be 
included in an NPDES permit.  Any discharge limits would be based on the 
characteristics of the wastewater and the receiving stream, and water quality 
standards as defined by S.C. Regulation 61-68 Water Classifications & 
Standards.  Additionally, groundwater monitoring may be included as a 
requirement in the NPDES permit.  No application has been received by the 
Department’s Bureau of Water Industrial Wastewater Section for this facility 
to date.  When an NPDES permit application is received, the Department’s 
BOW will follow the required permitting and public notification process. 
 
All liquid storage tanks will have the required spill prevention and 
containment systems. 
 

i. Concerns raised about wetlands. 
 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is currently preparing an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) which will be used to determine the impact on 
wetlands.  
 

j. Concerns raised about acid rain and smog. 
 

The facility will be subject to S.C. Regulation 61-62.72, Acid Rain.  The air 
permit also establishes Best Available Control Technology (BACT) emission 
limits for PM, NOx, SO2, H2SO4, and VOC that will limit acid rain and smog 
formation. 

 
k. Several commenters expressed concerns about radioactive emissions from 

coal combustion and suggested that the Department test humans for 
radioactivity as well as mercury. 

 
Information from the EPA reveals that most radionuclides do not volatilize 
and therefore remain concentrated in the ash material.304  While there are no 
federal or state regulations that directly limit emissions of radionuclides from 
coal-fired utility boilers, these types of emissions are indirectly controlled by 
applicable particulate matter control devices.  In the EPA’s 1998 Report to 
Congress on Utilities305, the EPA estimated that the multipathway risks from 

                                                           
304 www.epa.gov/radtown/coal-plant.html. 
305 The EPA’s “Study of Hazardous Air Pollutant Emissions from Electric Utility Steam Generating Units -
- Final Report to Congress” (February, 1998). 
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most power plants using coal, oil, and natural gas as fuels, was less than 1 in 
100,000 increased cancer risk (equates to a radiation exposure level of < 0.5 
millirems per year).  The EPA also determined that the risks due to exposure 
to radionuclides from utilities are substantially lower than the risks due to 
natural background radiation. The average exposure to natural background 
radiation (excluding radon) for the United States population has been 
estimated to be approximately 100 millirems per year, which is about 67 times 
higher than the highest exposure due to utility radionuclide emissions. 

 
Based on the EPA information above and Santee Cooper’s planned use of air 
pollution control measures (baghouses and dust collectors) to reduce ash 
emissions and adherence to solid waste management regulations, the 
Department has no plans to conduct human testing for radioactivity at this 
time. 

 
l. The Department failed to consider the disproportionate impact on minority 

and low-income communities; 
 

The Department’s standards are set to protect the public health of all citizens 
of all races and economic status.  There are no site selection standards in the 
air quality regulations. 

  
At this time there are no Department air permitting regulations addressing 
environmental justice.  However, South Carolina has an Environmental 
Justice Advisory Committee that was formed in 2007.  The Advisory 
Committee studies and considers how state agencies handle environmental 
justice issues in economic development and revitalization projects. The 
Department’s Environmental Quality Control Community Liaison chairs the 
committee.  In January 2010, a report will be submitted to the South Carolina 
General Assembly stating the committee findings and recommendations.  The 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers also plans to address Environmental Justice in 
the EIS in accordance with the Presidential Executive Order 12898, Federal 
Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low 
Income Populations, dated February 11, 1994. 

 
m. Emissions from the plant may cause cancer or death; 
 

The American Cancer Society306 and a Harvard Report on Cancer 
Prevention307 estimates that 30% of cancers are caussed by tobacco use; 30% 
by poor nutrition, physical inactivity, and obesity; 5% by family history; and 
2% by exposure to environmental pollution.  The EPA estimates that one out 
of every three Americans will contract cancer during a lifetime, when all 

                                                           
306 http://www.cancer.org/downloads/STT/2008cafffinalsecured.pdf. 
307 www.scdhec.gov/co/phsis/biostatistics/SCCCR/Reports.htm (South Carolina Cancer Facts & Figures, 
2004-2005). 
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causes are taken into account.  The EPA’s National Air Toxics Assessment 308 
results state that the risk of contracting cancer is increased less than 1% due to 
inhalation of air toxics national wide. 
 
Santee Cooper has submitted air dispersion modeling that demonstrates 
compliance with the NAAQS, the state ambient air quality standards, and the 
air toxics standards as outlined above.  The Department has reviewed this 
modeling and determined that the facility can meet all applicable air quality 
health-based standards. See Attachment A of the permit to see the air 
dispersion modeling analysis results. 

 
n. Concerns raised about the Red Cockaded Woodpeckers. 
 

Santee Cooper has conducted studies to determine if any Red Cockaded 
Woodpeckers live on the property or use the property for food.  According to 
Santee Cooper, the outcome of these studies has shown that there are no Red 
Cockaded Woodpeckers in the area, nor has there been any in the area for 
many years. 

 
o. Concerns about water withdrawals and low river levels. 
 

The use of cooling towers will allow water to be used and re-used as a method 
of reducing the total volume of water used by the proposed facility. Santee 
Cooper estimates that the proposed facility will withdraw a maximum of 2.5% 
of the Great Pee Dee River's historical average low flow level assuming two 
units are built.  However, it is anticipated that the average withdrawal will be 
far less than this.  The proposed water intake structure requires a federal 
permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers prior to construction.  As part 
of the federal permitting application, water modeling studies have been 
conducted. According to Santee Cooper, the results of the studies show that 
the planned maximum water withdrawals from the river will have little to no 
impact on water levels. 

 
p. Concerns raised about the amount of acres to be disturbed for landfills, 

ashponds, wetlands, transmission lines, and train lines. 
 

The Department’s Stormwater Permitting Section in the Bureau of Water  
(BOW) issued a land disturbance permit for the Pee Dee Generating Station 
plant site on August 25, 2006.  Additional permit applications may be needed 
for the rail and transmission lines.  Review of subsequent permit applications 
by the BOW will ensure that Santee Cooper’s plans are in accordance with 
applicable regulations. 

                                                           
308 www.epa/gov/ttn/atw/nata.main. 
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L. Category:  Public Notice, Lack of Available Information 
 

 
1. Concerns Raised in Public Comments 
 
 a. The Department did not publicize the hearing to the public; 

b. Requests for extensions to the comment period were not granted by the 
Department and an extension to the comment period should have been granted 
due to revisions in the application; 

c. Public hearing was conducted in a manner that appeared to be pro-Santee 
Cooper based on the order of appearance and make-up of speakers; 

d. Difficulty in obtaining information or failure to make information available to 
the public and failure to make information available to public in a timely 
manner which may have affected the time to conduct an independent analysis; 

e. Requests were made to hold several public meetings and hearings throughout 
the State to give the public a chance to comment on the draft permit and 
NOMA. 

f. Requests were made to re-notice the NOMA after the Department had 
completed its review of public comments. 

 
2. Background 
 

a. Regulatory requirements to provide public notice and hearing of a permit 
action; 

 
The Department is required by law to provide public notice of specific permitting 
activities.  S.C. Regulation 61-62.1309  specifies the public notice procedures to allow for 
public review and comment.  Further, the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) 
regulation310 and the case-by-case Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) 
regulation311 require public participation.  The requirements for permit public notice 
procedures are summarized below. 
 

• Public notice shall be given by publication in a newspaper of general 
circulation in the area where the source is located, or by publication in the 
South Carolina State Register. 

• Public notice shall be given to persons on a mailing list developed by the 
Department, including those who request in writing to be on the list. 

• The notice shall give pertinent information, such as name and address of 
permittee, activities involved in the permit action, contact information so 
interested persons may obtain additional information, a brief description of 
the comment procedures, and the time and place of any public hearing that 
may be held, including a statement of procedures to request a hearing 
(unless a hearing has already been scheduled). 

                                                           
309 S.C. Regulation 61-62.1 II.N, Public Procedures (Supp. 2007). 
310 S.C. Regulation 61-62.5 Standard No. 7 q. public participation (Supp. 2007). 
311 S.C. Regulation 61-62.63.43(H) (Supp. 2007). 
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• The Department shall provide at least 30 days for public and the EPA 
comment and shall give notice of any public hearing at least 30 days in 
advance of the hearing. 

• The Department shall provide opportunity for a public hearing for 
interested persons to appear and submit written or oral comments on the 
air quality impact of the plant, alternatives to the plant, the control 
technology required, and other appropriate considerations 

• The Department shall make available in at least one location in each 
region in which the proposed plant or modification would be constructed a 
copy of all materials the applicant submitted, a copy of the Preliminary 
Determination and a copy or summary of other materials, if any, 
considered in making the Preliminary Determination. 

  
b. Timeline of Department public notice activity for the draft PSD permit and 

Notice of MACT Approval (NOMA) 
 

May 31, 2006: PSD application submitted. 
June 22, 2007: Department news release for July 12, 2007, public meeting.312

July 05, 2007: The Department sent an invitation to the July 12, 2007, public 
meeting, via mail and electronic mail, to local churches, landowners whose 
property was adjacent to the site location and other landowners whose 
property was located near a proposed spur and railroad track in the towns of 
Johnsonville, Pamplico, Kingsburg, Gresham, and Hemingway.  The town of 
Pamplico posted the invitation on their sign, in the Pamplico library and at the 
Pamplico post office. 
July 09, 2007: The Department sent an invitation to the July 12, 2007, public 
meeting to local Pamplico businesses. 
July 11, 2007: The Department established a website313 specifically for the 
proposed Santee Cooper plant project.  Permit information, including the draft 
permit, statement of basis, PSD application and supplemental information, 
notices of the public meeting and hearing and other pertinent information 
were added to the website as the information became available. 
July 12, 2007: The Department held a public meeting to answer questions 
regarding the proposed Santee Cooper plant. 
October 09, 2007: Notice of the draft air permit and notice of the public 
hearing commenced. 

 November 08, 2007: PSD permit public hearing held.314

 December 07, 2007: PSD permit comment period closed. 
December 07, 2007: Notice of a corrected draft air permit and extension of 
public comment period issued. 
January 22, 2008: PSD permit extended comment period closed. 

                                                           
312 The public meeting regarding the proposed Santee Cooper plant was held Thursday, July 12, 2007 at 
6:00 P.M. at Hannah-Pamplico High School, 2055 South Pamplico Highway, Pamplico, SC. 
313 http://www.scdhec.gov/environment/baq/santeecooper.aspx. 
314 The public hearing regarding the proposed Santee Cooper plant was held Thursday, November 08, 2007, 
at 6:00 P.M. at Hannah-Pamplico High School, 2055 South Pamplico Highway, Pamplico, SC. 
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June 30, 2008: MACT application received. 
July 22, 2008: The Department held a public meeting to answer questions 
regarding the proposed MACT application. 
September 23, 2008: Notice of the NOMA and notice of public hearing for the 
NOMA issued. 
September 25, 2008: FOI request from SELC received.315

 October 23, 2008: NOMA public hearing held. 
October 29, 2008:  Department agrees to accept SELC comments on NOMA 
until November 20, 2008.316

November 05, 2008: Department agrees to accept Santee Cooper comments 
on NOMA until November 20, 2008317

 November 06, 2008:  NOMA comment period closed. 
 November 20, 2008: Department received SELC and Santee Cooper 
 comments 
 
c. Regulatory requirements to respond to Freedom of Information Requests. 
 
The South Carolina Freedom of Information Act318 entitles anyone to request inspection 
and/or copies of documents in the Department’s possession, including any permit 
decisions that exist at the time of the request, unless an exemption applies. Within fifteen 
working days of receipt of a written FOI request, the Department must, in accordance 
with Section 30-4-30(c), make a determination in writing to the requestor regarding the 
release of the requested records.   If the records are available, the requestor will be 
notified and instructed to contact the FOI Center to schedule a time and place where the 
records may be inspected or copied and will be advised of any charges that apply.  Based 
on information provided by the Department’s Freedom of Information Center, the 
requestors all received a determination regarding the release of requested records 
pertaining to the proposed Santee Cooper plant within the fifteen working days. 
 
3. Response to Comments. 
 

a. The Department did not publicize the hearing to the public. 
 

Consistent with S.C. Regulation 61-62.1 and S.C. Regulation 61-62.5 
Standard No. 7319, and as outlined above, the Department provided for 
adequate notice and review to the public of the draft air permit and notice of 
the public hearing.  On October 09, 2007, the Department noticed the draft air 
permit and issued notice of the public hearing320. This notice was published in 
The Florence Morning News, The Sun News, and The State newspapers.  The 

                                                           
315 SELC FOIA Request on NOMA, September 25, 2008. 
316 Electronic email extension to SELC from Rhonda Thompson. (October 29, 2008). 
317 Electronic email extension to Santee Cooper from Rhonda Thompson (November 5, 2008). 
318 S.C. Code  Ann. § 30-4-10 et seq. (2008). 
319 S.C. Regulation 61-62.1 II.N., Public Procedures; S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 7 q., public 
participation (Supp. 2007). 
320 Public Notice #07-095-PSD-N-H, October 9, 2007 and Public Notice #07-095-PSD-N-H-CE, December 
7, 2007. 
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notice was sent to persons who were in attendance at the July 12, 2007, public 
meeting; the notice was sent to those who submitted written comments 
concerning this proposed project; the notice was sent to those who requested 
to receive updates or be added to the mailing list for this proposed project; and 
the draft air permit and other pertinent information, including notice of public 
hearing, were available on the Department website.321  The notice contained 
pertinent information about the proposed source and its emissions, and 
information as to where persons could obtain additional information.  The 
notice was published 31 days prior to the public hearing.   

 
This notice met and exceeded the requirements to be published in a newspaper 
of general circulation in the area where the source is located, to contain 
pertinent source and contact information, to make available a copy of all 
pertinent materials in that region and to notice the public hearing at least 30 
days in advance. 

 
Although holding a public meeting is not a regulatory requirement, the 
Department recognized that the complexity of this project would require 
further community outreach to explain the permitting process, to hear 
concerns and to answer questions regarding the PSD project. Public meetings 
are not typically noticed through the same formal process as the notice of draft 
air permit or public hearing; however, outreach through a press release 
through invitations to the community, and our website was done.  The 
Department notifies parties via mail or electronic mail as requested by those 
parties.  The Department is not responsible for parties that did not receive the 
notice due to illegible handwriting, incorrect mail or email addresses or for 
issues that may occur due to the personal computer and email software 
systems. 

 
b. Requests for extensions to the comment period were not granted by the 

Department and an extension to the comment period should have been  granted 
due to revisions in the application. 

 
 i. Extension of PSD comment period. 
 

The regulatory requirements state that the comment period is 30 days; 
however, the Department recognized that the complexity of this project 
should allow for additional comment time above what is required. The 
first comment period allowed for 59 days for comment, giving the public 
an additional 29 days to comment after the public hearing was held.   This 
original comment period was extended as a result of requests for extension 
and determination by the Department that an incorrect draft of the permit 
had been placed on notice.322 This extensive comment period, that added 
75 days to the original 30-day comment period, constituted sufficient time 

                                                           
321 http://www.scdhec.gov/environment/baq/santeecooper.aspx. 
322 Electronic email extension to SELC from Rhonda Thompson. (October 29, 2008). 
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for interested parties to have reviewed all information related to the 
project and to have submitted any comments.  The PSD regulations do not 
require an independent analysis be conducted during the comment period. 

 
 ii. October 15, 2007, FOI request for Class I modeling files.323

 
The Class I modeling files were not in the Department’s possession at the 
time of the request.  The Federal Land Manager for the Cape Romain 
Class I area completes the Class I modeling review. Santee Cooper 
forwarded the modeling files to the Department and these files were 
forwarded to the Southern Environmental Law Center (SELC) soon after 
we received them.  Because of the size of the files, additional hard drives 
had to be requested from SELC.  The process of transferring the 
information was done as quickly as possible. 

 
 iii. September 25, 2008, FOI request for NOMA documents.324

  
 Due to delays in the FOI process, the Department’s Bureau of Air Quality 

staff did not receive the FOI request until October 15, 2008.  The 
Department acted quickly to get the information needed for the request 
and gave SELC an extension until November 20, 2008, to comment on the 
NOMA.  Despite the FOI delays, the Department did meet the 
requirements of Section 30-4-30(c), which requires a determination in 
writing regarding the release of the requested records within fifteen 
working days of receipt of the FOI request.325

 
c. Public hearing was conducted in a manner that appeared to be pro-Santee 

Cooper based on the order of appearance and make-up of speakers. 
 

The Department determined in advance of the public hearing for the draft PSD 
permit that the speaking order would be assigned in the same order as 
individuals signed up at the registration table.  This is typical of how speaking 
order is determined at public hearings.  The Department did not ask supporters 
of the project to register early.  The Department was unaware of how many 
people would attend the hearing and how many would speak in support or in 
opposition of the project. For this particular meeting, most of the individuals 
that signed up early were those who were in support of the project.  The 
Department called a break during the hearing for the draft PSD permit at the 
request of the court reporter.  Based on comments received from the public 
after the draft PSD public hearing, the Department revised the determination 
of speaker order for the “Notice of MACT Approval” public hearing, which 
was held October 23, 2008.  The speakers were called in random order.  
Random order allowed for the greatest degree of fairness to all participants. 

                                                           
323 SELC FOIA Request (October 15, 2007). 
324 SELC FOIA Request (October 15, 2007). 
325 FOI Center’s written determination from FOIA. 
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d. Difficulty in obtaining information or failure to make information available to 

the public. Failure to make information available to public in a timely manner 
which may have affected the time to conduct an independent analysis. 

 
All documents received from Santee Cooper, all related information received 
from individuals, groups, and businesses and all Department analyses related 
to this project have been made available to the public.  Information has also 
been made available through the website and at the Regional DHEC office.  
The website contains the application and supplements, project correspondence 
and the draft air permit and statement of basis.  A significant amount of 
information, containing a variety of sources and conclusions, has also 
appeared in the news media related to this project as well as other coal-fired 
utility projects. 

 
One commenter stated that someone from DHEC and someone from Santee 
Cooper responded to him that they would not want to live in the area and 
wonders what they know that is not being shared with him.  Since the 
comment is not specific as to why some individuals may not want to live in 
the area, the Department cannot speculate about personal preferences having 
to do with living in the area. 

 
e. Requests were made to hold several public meetings and hearings throughout 

the State to give the public a chance to comment on the draft permit and 
NOMA. 
 
As described earlier in this response category, the Department followed the 
regulatory requirements for noticing and holding the hearings for the draft 
PSD permit and the NOMA.  In addition to the hearings, there was a public 
meeting held for both the PSD and the NOMA. There is no regulatory 
requirement to hold a public meeting; however the Department determined an 
open question and answer formatted meeting would assist in educating the 
public on the permit process and assist the Department by revealing the major 
concerns regarding the project.  There were at least 300 people attending the 
PSD meeting and hearing; there were over 100 people at the NOMA meeting 
and over 300 people at the NOMA hearing.  People from different areas of 
South Carolina as well as people from other states attended.  The hearings 
were held in an area near the proposed location of the Pee Dee plant.  The 
Department received well over 2,500 comments on the Pee Dee project.  
Based on meeting the regulatory requirements for holding hearings, by 
holding two public meetings, by the large number of attendees at the meetings 
and hearings, and by the amount of comments received, it is the Department’s 
opinion that all parties were given a fair opportunity to voice comments and 
concerns over the project. 
 

f. Requests were made to re-notice the NOMA after the Department had 
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completed its review of public comments. 
 
A group commented that the NOMA should be placed on notice after the 
Department had completed its review pf public comments.  The Department 
has provided for public notice and comment through the public participation 
process as required in the MACT regulation.  Public comments were 
considered for technical merit.  No significant revisions have been made to the 
MACT determination.  Any changes, such as the requirement of the PM 
CEMS, would be considered more stringent.  The Department has met the 
requirements to notice the NOMA and consider public comments; therefore, 
no further notice of the permit is required. 

 
4. Summary 
 
The Department’s response to comments on lack of available information and insufficient 
public notice can be summarized as follows: 
 

a. The Department followed and in some cases went beyond the regulatory 
requirements in noticing the draft PSD permit and NOMA and public hearing 
by notifying the appropriate parties and establishing the date of the hearing. 

b. The Department allowed for 105 days of public comment where the regulation 
specifies 30 days under the PSD regulations.  In addition to the required 
public hearing, the Department voluntarily held a public meeting to answer 
questions on the proposed PSD application prior to issuing a draft decision.   

c. The Department allowed for 60 days of public comment where the regulation 
specifies 30 days under the MACT regulations.  In addition to the public 
hearing, the Department held a public meeting to answer questions on the 
proposed MACT application prior to issuing the NOMA.  In addition, the 
MACT regulations do not have any provisions for holding a public hearing.  
The Department held this hearing to give the public an additional opportunity 
to provide oral and written comments on the draft NOMA. 

d. All information used in making a permit determination was made available to 
the public.  The information was made available through the Freedom of 
Information Office, the Department website, the Regional DHEC office and 
the Pamplico library. 

e. The Department allowed for receipt of comments after the comment period 
closed if there were delays in the commenter/requestor receiving requested 
information. 
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M. Category:  Permit Review Timeframe 
 
1. Concerns Raised in Public Comments 
 

a. Several industry representatives commented that the Department’s review of 
 the air permit application was being prolonged and the Department should 
 quickly make a final decision. One industry trade group representative 
 commented that the Department had not met its regulatory timeframe for 
 issuance of the air permits and was concerned about the precedent the delay 
 may set.  He also announced his organization’s intention to make a request to 
 the South Carolina General Assembly to set rules for state agencies for 
 overseeing permitting processes. 

 
2. Regulatory Background 
 
The Department’s Environmental Protection Fees regulation326 establishes schedules for 
timely actions on permit applications. For PSD construction permits, the Department is 
allowed 270 days.  For National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAP) construction permits, the Department is allowed 105 days. The time 
schedules do not begin until the applications are deemed administratively complete by the 
Department.  This regulation requires that the Department toll the time schedule (or stop 
the clock) when the Department makes a written request for additional information and to 
resume the time schedule when the Department receives the requested information from 
the applicant.327  This regulation also requires that the time schedule be stayed if: 

 
a. The applicant requests that the permit review be suspended; 
b. The Department, at least ten days prior to the expiration date, requests a delay 

in the review process to which the applicant agrees; or 
c. The Department is requested to hold a public hearing, in which case the time 

schedule will be tolled for no more than 60 days. 
 

The time schedule may also be suspended if there is a change in the project. 
 

3. Response to Comments 
 

 a. Santee Cooper submitted a partial PSD permit application on May 31, 2006.  
The second part of the PSD application was submitted on July 25, 2006, and 
the PSD application was deemed complete as of that date.  The PSD permit 
review time schedule was tolled a total of 537 days while the Department 
waited for requested additional information from Santee Cooper, while Santee 
Cooper made changes to the application, and while the Department prepared 
for and conducted a public hearing on November 8, 2008.  A total of sixty 
days were tolled for the public hearing. 
 

                                                           
326 S.C. Regulation 61-30 (Supp. 2007). 
327 S.C. Regulation 61-30, Section H, Time Schedules (Supp. 2007). 
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The requirement for NESHAP approval occurred late in the permitting 
process and was triggered by an action at the federal level.  The Federal Clean 
Air Mercury Rule (CAMR) was vacated on February 8, 2008, by the U.S. 
Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia Circuit328, thereby necessitating 
the need for a case-by-case maximum achievable control technology (MACT) 
determination under the NESHAP program. Santee Cooper submitted its 
MACT application on July 1, 2008.  This application was deemed complete 
on August 19, 2008.  The MACT permit review time schedule was tolled a 
total of 66 days while the Department waited for requested information from 
Santee Cooper and while the Department prepared for and conducted a public 
hearing on October 23, 2008.  A total of sixty days were tolled for the public 
hearing. 

 
Although the Department did not meet the established time schedules, our 
review timeframes were within the average turnaround time of other states 
that have reviewed similar applications.  Most states have taken 2-3 years to 
issue a final PSD permit for new coal-fired power plant projects.  Most of 
these states have only conducted a PSD review, and not a MACT review, for 
these projects. 

 
The Santee Cooper Pee Dee Generating Station applications were more 
complex and controversial than most other PSD applications the Department 
has reviewed in the past.  All coal-fired power plant applications submitted in 
the U.S. over the last few years have gotten national attention and have 
received significantly more public comments than other PSD applications.  
The Department received comments and petitions from over 2,000 
individuals, businesses, or organizations on the Santee Cooper applications 
and draft decisions.  The Department is required to review and consider all 
comments received.329  The Department took the necessary time to thoroughly 
review the applications submitted and to review and provide responses to 
comments made.  The timeframes for other less complex and controversial 
PSD projects should not be compared to the Santee Cooper Pee Dee 
Generating Station project and this review time should not be precedent for 
other PSD permit reviews. 
 
Public participation is an essential part of the permitting process.  The 
Department took many steps, in addition to those required under public 
participation regulations, to give the public ample opportunity to ask questions 
about the plant, to express concern and support for the plant, to understand the 
permitting process, and to provide comments. 

                                                           
328 New Jersey v. EPA. 517 F.3d. 574 (D.C. Cir. 2008). 
329S.C. Regulation 61-62.1 II.N, Public Procedures; S.C. Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 7 q., public 
participation (Supp. 2007). 
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N. Category:  General Opposition to the Plant 
 
1. Concerns Raised in the Public Comments 
 

a. Some members of the public provided written comments expressing 
 opposition to the Santee Cooper Pee Dee Generating Station and requested 
 that the Department deny the permit without providing any technical 
 comments.  Many of these comments also expressed a general dislike or 
 distrust of the Department. 

 
2. Regulatory Background 
 
In accordance with Section 48-1-100(A) of South Carolina Pollution Control Act, the 
Department must issue a permit if an applicant submits an application that meets all 
applicable Department standards. 
 
3. Response to Comments 
 

a. The Department does not make permit decisions based on the number of 
individuals or groups that support or oppose a project.  The Department’s 
decision is based solely on the Department’s technical review of an 
applicant’s application and the regulatory requirements in place at the time of 
the Department’s review.  The Department welcomes and appreciates all 
comments made regarding the Santee Cooper Pee Dee Generating Station.  
The Department welcomes all suggestions as to how it can improve its 
permitting process. 
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O. Category:  General Support for the Plant 
 
1. Public Comments Received 
 

a. Many members of public expressed support for the Santee Cooper Pee Dee 
Generating Station.  These supporters included manufacturing and industry 
trade group representatives, governmental and elected officials, Santee Cooper 
employees, and some local community residents.  Most commented that the 
plant would bring new jobs and economic growth to the Pee Dee area, prevent 
a power shortfall projected by Santee Cooper, and be operated such that 
Santee Cooper could meet all applicable state and federal air quality 
standards.  Many organizations also spoke positively about Santee Cooper’s 
involvement in community service projects and activities. 

 
2. Regulatory Background 
 
In accordance with Section 48-1-100(A) of South Carolina Pollution Control Act, the 
Department must issue a permit if an applicant submits an application that meets all 
applicable Department standards. 
 
3. Response to Comments 
 

a. The Department does not make permit decisions based on the number of 
individuals or groups that support or oppose a project.  The Department’s 
decision is based on the Department’s technical review of an applicant’s 
application and the regulatory requirements in place at the time of the 
Department’s review.  The Department welcomes and appreciates all 
comments made regarding the Santee Cooper Pee Dee Generating Station. 
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P. Category:  General Items Not Included In Previous Categories 
 
1. Concerns Raised in Public Comments 
 
General concerns raised by many commenters covered a wide range of topics.  Those 
items have been categorized into the following list of concerns. 
 
 a. Daily mass emission limits should be consistent with concentration limits, or 

provide explanation for the differences.  These short-term limits and 
averaging times should also agree with the Class I visibility modeling 
analysis.  An explanation should be provided why the SO2 short-term (3-hour) 
impact analysis rate is twice the 24-hour mass emission limit.  The daily mass 
emission limits are redundant and should be removed from the permit; 

b. The EPA and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service suggested that the stated 
mass limits agree with the modeled emission rates included in Attachment A 
of the draft permit; 

 c. A group commented that further explanation should be provided to justify 
using an SO2 emission rate for short term (3-hour) impact analysis that is 
twice the level of the 24-hour mass limit; 

 d. A group commented that no basis is given for revising the daily emission rates 
and no reason given why the specific factor was selected to allow individual 
boiler daily mass limits higher than would result if using BACT concentration 
limits; 

 e. Additional evidence should be provided that worse-case impacts considering 
the different fuels have been used; 

 f. Fuel properties should be consistently used throughout the application and 
permitting documents; 

 g. If this is a phased project, additional language should be added to describe 
what procedures should be followed; 

 h. The EPA commented that averaging periods for several pollutants should be 
included in Condition II.A of the permit in addition to being listed in 
Condition II.D.12; 

i. The EPA commented that the carbon monoxide concentration limit averaging 
period of 30 days and the mass limit averaging period of 24 hours should be 
shorter based on NAAQS averaging periods and consistency; 

 j. The permit does not contain a method of verification that the petcoke to coal 
blend rate does not exceed the permitted ratio; 

 k. The permit does not contain a method of verification for the mass limit for the 
cooling towers.  Some calculations for the cooling tower emissions appear to 
be based on an earlier higher emission factor rather than a lower value from a 
later submittal and should be rectified; 

 l. The PSD program does not have a provision for exempt units, and as such the 
sulfur level of the fuel burned in the generators and fire pump should be 
specified in the permit; 

 m. Based on the current level of use of PM CEMS and continuing improvement, 
use of PM CEMS with the proposed boilers is recommended.  The proposed 
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permit should include a requirement to use PM CEMS for monitoring PM 
emissions based on current use at some other facilities and use supported by 
EPA; 

 n. The manner as to how the boilers will be operated (duty cycle) is not 
adequately explained and should be considered in setting the BACT limits; 

 o. A group commented that the process weight rates listed in the draft permit are 
greater than the hourly rates for coal and petcoke and use should be justified; 

 p. The permit condition for startup and shutdown is vague and unenforceable 
and a term in the formula does not specify the unit of measure; 

 q. Terms used in the draft permit condition specifying how fugitive emissions 
must be minimized should be defined or clarified; 

 r. The source test schedule waiver provision for PM and CO is vague.  
Information that constitutes acceptable CEMS data should be further defined 
and the reference to PM CEMS data should be clarified; 

 s. A typographical error was present in the draft permit for the PM emissions 
limit for the Gypsum Material Transfer System; 

 t. The most rigorous standards should be applied, including the same as for 
other utilities; 

 u. Input should be sought from outside experts; 
v. Concerns about the depletion of fossil fuels (coal) and conditions of coal 

mines and health of coal miners; 
w. Someone commented that denial of the permit would prevent litigation costs 

from law suits; 
x. Someone commented that the Department seems more concerned with narrow 

regulations than people and environment; 
y. A commenter asked who sets the PSD major source thresholds and why the 

proposed plant is not required to operate under those thresholds; 
z. Many commenters mentioned Santee Cooper’s Consent Decree as a reason to 

not issue the draft air permit before the EIS is complete and that the EIS 
information can be used in the Department’s decision; 

aa. A commenter expressed concerns about lights from the plant and noise from 
trains and turbines; 

bb. Several commenters suggested that ultra supercritical technology be 
considered. 

 
2. Background 
 
Comments included in this section contain a variety of issues that have not been 
identified in the previous categorical sections.  These have been grouped by subject 
matter and in most cases reflect comments about that subject from multiple sources.   
 
3. Responses to Comments 
 

a. The EPA commented that the boiler 3-hour lb/million Btu emissions limits in 
the revised draft permit were inconsistent with the tons/day limits.  The EPA 
suggested the daily emissions limit in tons for each of the pollutants listed 
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above should be revised to be consistent with the 3-hour limits in lb/million 
Btu or provide explanation for being different. 

 
The consistency suggested by the EPA is present in the permit if only one 
boiler is installed and operated.  However, the Department does not agree that 
the mass limits in tons/day must agree with the 3-hour lb/million Btu limit for 
each boiler if two boilers are operating.  When two boilers are operating, the 
total combined mass emissions must not exceed the combined lb/million Btu 
limits for both boilers.  Allowing one of the two boilers a higher mass limit 
than one-half the total of both will still meet all requirements as long as the 
lb/million Btu limit is being met.  That scenario is possible whenever the mass 
emissions from the second boiler are less than half the total of both (as a result 
of being shut down, operating at partial load, or operating at the high end of 
the control efficiency range).  Use of the mass limits is one method to cap the 
operating levels of the boilers rather than placing a cap on boiler heat input 
levels.  The Department has determined that the permitted limits are 
appropriate and no changes in those limits were made. 

 
b. The EPA and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service suggested that the stated 

mass limits agree with the modeled emission rates included in Attachment A 
of the draft permit. 

 
The Department’s intent is not necessarily to repeat the modeled rates in the 
body of the permit unless there is a reason beyond modeling demonstration.  
The facility has an obligation to maintain compliance with the modeled 
emission rates contained in Attachment A without having those rates stated in 
the body of the permit.  The mass emission limits contained in the body of the 
permit are intended to constrain the operating levels of the boilers, 
individually if only one boiler operation results or in combination if operation 
of both boilers results.  In conjunction with these mass emission limits, the 
level of operation is constrained by the amount of emissions and not by input 
heat load on the boiler.  The boiler may be operated at a higher heat load to 
the extent emissions remain below the permitted level. 

 
c. A group commented that further explanation should be provided to justify 

using an SO2 emission rate for short term (3-hour) impact analysis that is 
twice the level of the 24-hour mass limit. 

 
Santee Cooper used an emission rate equivalent to 0.24 lb/million Btu for the 
3-hour averaging period for the impact analysis.  Using a modeling rate higher 
than the permitted rate is acceptable as long as the modeling rate used 
demonstrates compliance.  That practice provides a conservative result that 
sometimes avoids future re-modeling. 

 
d. A group commented that no basis is given for revising the daily emission rates 

and no reason given why the specific factor was selected to allow individual 
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boiler daily mass limits higher than would result if using BACT concentration 
limits. 

 
  

The revisions made in the daily mass emission rates were corrections to 
specify rates intended for the original draft permit.  The mass emission rates 
stated in the original draft permit were based on incorrect factors.  The 
intended factor of 1.33 expresses the ratio of maximum expected mass 
emissions compared to normally expected mass emissions and is based on 
engineering judgment of historical utility boiler operations.  This selected 
ratio factor provides a reasonable allowance for individual boiler variations 
that might be expected and could be allowed while still complying with all 
other regulations and requirements.  This factor, applicable to one boiler, is 
allowed only if both boilers are permitted, constructed, and operated (e.g., for 
SO2, the daily mass limit for one boiler is 0.12 lb/million Btu x 5,700 million 
Btu/hr x 24 hours x 1 ton/2000 lb x 1.33 factor = 10.92 tons, whereas the daily 
mass limit for both boilers is 0.12 lb/million Btu x 5,700 million Btu/hr x 24 
hours x 1 ton/2000 lb x 2 boilers = 16.42 tons).  Operation of a single boiler, if 
only one is installed, will not be allowed at a daily mass level above the 
maximum rated capacity times the BACT level in lb/million Btu (e.g., for 
SO2, maximum daily mass limit from the single boiler must remain under 0.12 
lb/million Btu x 5,700 million Btu/hr x 24 hours x 1 ton/2000 lb = 8.21 tons).  
Also, for the combination of two boilers, the daily mass level for each boiler 
times the BACT level in lb/million Btu times the two boilers is not to be 
exceeded.  Although the suggestion is to maintain a daily mass emission limit 
for each of the two boilers at one half the combined mass limit, compliance is 
still maintained if one of the two boilers is allowed more mass emissions 
while still complying with the lb/million Btu limit, as long as the combined 
mass emissions do not exceed the allowed rate for the combined units.  
Allowing individual unit mass emissions to increase by this factor serves the 
purpose of accommodating boiler upsets, fuel characteristic spikes, and other 
operational encounters while still maintaining emissions within allowable 
limits. 

 
e. The EPA commented that further evidence should be provided that worst-case 

impacts considering the different fuels used have been used for Class II 
modeling. 

 
Emissions from combustion of coal will be higher than when burning natural 
gas or fuel oil, especially since natural gas and fuel oil are not burned at full 
load rates.  Combustion of petcoke, limited to no more than 30% blend with 
coal, could result in higher emissions of SO2 based on possible sulfur levels in 
petcoke.  However, Santee Cooper has accepted the emission limit determined 
for SO2 based on use of coal alone.  In other words, if use of petcoke would 
result in a higher emission rate than the established limit, resulting emissions 
from coal must offset that higher level.  This scenario could occur by using 
coal with a lower sulfur content sufficient to provide the offsetting emissions. 
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f. A group commented that the fuel composition and materials properties are 

unclear and fuel properties (i.e., sulfur content and heating value of coal and 
petcoke) should be consistently used throughout the application and 
permitting documents. 

 
The Department acknowledges that Santee Cooper has not fully explained the 
context of the data in various parts of the application documents.  In one 
instance the data may represent an average whereas in another instance the 
data may represent the ranges for a specific fuel (i.e., coal or petcoke).  
Because the BACT determinations have been based on emission limits and 
emission rates achieved at other similar sources, the limits established for this 
proposed source were not calculated from and are not based on the fuel 
properties.  Therefore, any inconsistencies in the stated fuel properties have 
not affected the limits or other requirements contained in the permit. 

 
g. The EPA commented that if this is a phased project additional language 

should be added to describe what procedures (e.g., review of BACT 
evaluation) should apply. 

 
The facility has indicated that construction for this plant is expected to be 
continuous (i.e., construction of the second boiler will commence near or 
before completion of the first boiler).  A construction permit issued for 
multiple new units and built by uninterrupted construction remains effective 
without any requirements to re-evaluate BACT determinations or other similar 
aspects of the permit.  Should construction of this facility be interrupted by a 
prolonged period of inactivity (18 months), as would be typical of a phased 
project, the Department may request the facility to re-evaluate and update 
BACT determinations prior to any permit extensions or subsequent re-
issuance of construction permits to allow resumption of construction.  That re-
evaluation would be triggered by a period of inactivity upon which the 
Department would require Santee Cooper to address the appropriate issues 
such as updating the BACT determinations. 

 
h. The EPA commented that averaging periods for several pollutants should be 

included in Condition II.A of the permit in addition to being listed in 
Condition II.D.12. 

 
The Department has modified the conditions to include the averaging periods 
specified in Condition II.D.12 to the limits stated in Condition II.A. 

 
i. The EPA commented that the carbon monoxide concentration limit averaging 

period of 30 days and the mass limit averaging period of 24 hours should be 
shorter based on NAAQS averaging periods and consistency. 

 
The averaging periods specified in the draft permit should have been 
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consistent and the use of the two different averaging periods was an error.  
When conducting a source test, a 3-hour averaging period is appropriate.  
Because the modeling demonstration was based on an emission rate of 0.16 
lb/million Btu and that resulting demonstration showed impacts of only 0.2% 
of the 1-hour CO NAAQS and only 0.4% of the 8-hour CO NAAQS, a 30-day 
averaging period with CEMS monitoring is considered appropriate and 
sufficient. 

 
j. The EPA commented that the draft permit did not contain a method of 

verification that the petcoke to coal blend rate does not exceed the permitted 
ratio.  The permit should contain a method of verification for this limit. 

 
The Department has added a monitoring requirement to the permit to require 
tracking the amounts of coal and petcoke used daily and maintaining a log 
showing that the ratio of petcoke to coal does not exceed the 30% limit. 

 
k. The EPA commented that the permit does not contain a method of verification 

for the cooling tower mass emission limit and suggested a possible approach.  
A group commented that some cooling tower PM emissions calculations 
appear to be based on an earlier higher emission factor rather than a lower 
value from a later submittal and should be rectified. 

 
The Department has determined that a more specific monitoring methodology 
used in other permits can be used to make this verification.  The requirement 
to verify compliance has been changed from vendor guarantee to monitoring 
flows and concentration, including the following components.  The drift 
eliminators shall be maintained and operated to ensure the emission units are 
in compliance with applicable requirements and in accordance with 
manufacturer’s specifications and/or standard operating practices.  Santee 
Cooper shall conduct an initial performance test based on Cooling Technology 
Institute (CTI) Acceptance Test Code (ATC) # 140 to verify drift percent 
achieved by the drift eliminator.  Santee Cooper shall monitor the total 
dissolved solids (TDS) content of the circulating water on a monthly basis.  
Compliance with the lb/hr emission limitation shall be demonstrated by 
multiplying the drift loss factor of 0.0005% multiplied by the water circulated 
in the cooling cells (gallons per hour) then multiplied by the TDS 
concentration (mg/l) and then converted from milligrams per minute to 
pounds per hour. Compliance with the annual emission limitation shall be 
determined by multiplying the hourly emission rate by 8,760 hours and 
dividing by 2,000 lb/ton.  If requested by the Department, Santee Cooper shall 
submit a testing proposal which will demonstrate that the maximum drift loss 
does not exceed 0.0005%. 

 
The Department has provided revised calculations and emissions to be 
consistent with the control level contained in the permit.  During the 
application review period, the control level was adjusted down to be more 
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consistent with levels contained in other similar permits, but revisions to the 
calculations were inadvertently not included.  The corrected calculations are 
included in the revised Statement of Basis document. 

 
l. The EPA commented that the PSD program does not have a provision for 

exempt units, and as such the sulfur level of the fuel burned in the generators 
and fire pump should be specified in the permit. 

 
The Department has added a condition to the permit to specify the type of fuel 
that must be used in the emergency units to comply with emissions specified 
in the permit.  These units will be required to use ultra low sulfur fuel oil 
(containing a maximum of 0.0015% sulfur) if it is commercially available, 
otherwise the use of fuel oil containing 0.05% or less sulfur will be allowed.  

 
m. The EPA commented that based on the current level of use of PM continuous 

emissions monitors (CEMS) and continuing improvement, the use of PM 
CEMS with the proposed boilers is recommended. A group also commented 
that the proposed permit should include a requirement to use PM CEMS for 
monitoring PM emissions based on current use at some other facilities and use 
supported by EPA. 

 
The Department has reviewed reports from Santee Cooper on the reliability of 
PM CEMS at its Cross facility.  Based on those reports as well as data 
submitted by Santee Cooper in conjunction with the relative accuracy test 
audit (RATA) results of two PM CEMS at the Cross facility, the Department 
has determined that while the use of PM CEMS may still involve intermittent 
malfunctions, the reliability is sufficiently demonstrated at a level to warrant 
inclusion of the requirement in the permit for Pee Dee Generating Station.  A 
condition has been added to the permit to require the use of PM CEMS on the 
boilers. 

 
n. A group commented that the duty cycle is not clear and the manner as to how 

the boilers will be operated is not adequately explained and should be 
considered in setting the BACT limits. 

 
The Department understands that Santee Cooper intends to operate the Pee 
Dee boilers as base load units that will operate on a continuous basis except 
for required downtimes.  As is typical of base load units, daily and seasonal 
temperature fluctuations and other demand characteristics may require load 
levels of the units to vary depending on electrical demand.  The result is that 
the units may not necessarily achieve full utilization and ideal (lowest) 
emission characteristics, but the number of startups and shutdowns should be 
minimal.  The Department has determined that the application reflects this 
type of operation and permitting requirements are appropriate. 

 
o. A group commented that the process weight rates listed in the draft permit are 
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greater than the hourly rates for coal and petcoke and use should be justified. 
 

The process weight rate of 900 tons per hour for coal material transfer or 
petcoke material transfer is the rate specified in the application for coal and 
petcoke crushing and is considered to be the instantaneous flow rate of the 
material handling equipment.  Since the maximum coal consumption rate of 
each boiler is listed as 259 tons per hour, the material handling equipment 
would either not operate continuously or be ratcheted down to a slower speed.  
In either case, the allowable PM limit is determined based on the actual 
process weight rate.  While the material handling equipment must operate on 
the average at the same rate as the boilers consume the fuel, it is not 
appropriate to specify the material handling PM emissions limits or the 
process weight rate as an average value when the correct values depend on 
and reflect the actual rates operated. 

 
p. A group commented that the condition specifying startup and shutdown 

requirements is vague and unenforceable, and a term in the formula does not 
specify the unit of measure and therefore cannot be enforced. 

 
The Department has revised the permit to add a description in the table header 
in the “Limit” column to make the condition more clear.  That column header 
has been revised to read “Limit (total pounds for “C” hours)”, and a note has 
been added that condition “where C = duration in hours of individual startup 
or shutdown periods.” 

 
q. A group commented that terms used in the draft permit condition specifying 

how fugitive emissions must be minimized should be defined or clarified. 
 

The permit condition, as stated, closely follows the regulation applicable to 
control of fugitive emissions330.  To further assure that the facility properly 
addresses practical measures to minimize fugitive emissions, a more detailed 
requirement has been added to the permit specifying that the facility shall 
submit a fugitive emission control Best Management Practices plan to the 
Department for approval, to include justification for any roadways that will 
not be paved along with methods for controlling fugitive emissions from those 
roadways; justification for any transfer points not enclosed along with 
methods for controlling fugitive emissions from those transfer points; methods 
for controlling fugitive emissions from storage piles; and weather conditions 
under which materials will not be transferred.  The facility will also be 
required to update the Best Management Practices plan every 5 years or upon 
any significant change impacting fugitive emissions. 

 
r. A group commented that the source test schedule waiver provision for PM and 

CO is vague and in the permit note allowing acceptable CEMS data to waive 
PM and CO source tests, the word “acceptable” is not defined.  Also, the 

                                                           
330 S.C. Regulation 61-62.6 (Supp. 2007). 
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group indicated it is not clear what CEMS data are being referred to since a 
PM CEMS is not required. 

 
The requirement to conduct periodic CO source tests is at the discretion of the 
Department since none of the regulations specifically require on-going tests.  
Federal requirements (40 CFR part 60, Subpart Da) for PM source testing can 
be waived if PM CEMS are installed and operated.  However, state 
regulations do not automatically grant a source test waiver with PM CEMS.  
The wording of the permit condition has been changed to state the following 
for clarity, yet allow possible discretion, “On-going source tests for CO and 
PM may be waived by the Department if the CO and PM CEMS data are 
submitted by the facility and show consistent compliance with the respective 
limits.”  The requirement to conduct periodic PM source tests is specified by 
both federal and state requirements, of which federal requirements can be 
waived if PM CEMS are operated, data provided, and required procedures 
met.  State source test requirements are independent of the presence of PM 
CEMS and those regulations do not grant automatic waivers; however, a case-
by-case assessment may be possible as a means to avoid unnecessary testing 
and associated costs.  See Response 3.m. above regarding requirement of PM 
CEMS. 

 
s. A typographical error was present in the draft permit for the PM emissions 

limit for the Gypsum Material Transfer System. 
 
 The Department erred in stating the permit limit of 0.76 lb/hr in the table for 

the combined gypsum handling system.  That emission rate is reflective of the 
three transfer points and excludes the storage piles.  The emission rate has 
been corrected.  In addition, the PSD limit stipulation has been modified to 
allow a different approved method than Method 5 as demonstration of 
compliance since all the emission sources are fugitive. 

 
t. Commenters suggested that Santee Cooper should be held to the same 

standards as other power companies seeking permits and that this permit 
should apply the most rigorous interpretation and appropriate standard. 

 
The Department reviews air applications from every utility in the same 
manner and each air application must meet every regulatory requirement in 
effect at the time of the review.  In addition, the applications are also reviewed 
by the EPA and Federal Land Managers who also assure that each applicant is 
complying with requirements applicable to each state, region, and Class I area. 

 
u. An individual suggested the Department bring in outside experts independent 

of Santee Cooper to advise about anti-pollution measures the next generation 
of coal-fired power plants should have. 

 
While the Department maintains a general review of literature and initiatives 
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for technologies being developed, the Department must review air 
applications based on existing proven technologies in practice.  Other sources 
of expertise (independent of Santee Cooper) are integral to this review process 
including the EPA and Federal Land Managers. 

 
v. Concerns about the depletion of fossil fuels (coal) and conditions of coal 

mines and health of coal miners. 
 

South Carolina does not have any coal mines within the state and therefore 
does not have any regulations governing them or their workers. 

 
w. Someone commented that denial of the permit would prevent litigation costs 

from law suits. 
 

Any Department decision can be appealed and litigated by the applicant or 
any third party.  The Department does not base its decisions on whether or not 
it will be litigated.  The Department must issue a permit if the applicant shows 
it can meet all applicable standards.331

 
x. Someone commented that the Department seems more concerned with narrow 

regulations than people and environment. 
 

The Department’s primary role is the protection of public health and the 
environment.  This protection is executed through the regulation and 
enforcement of state and federal standards.  These standards are designed to 
be protective of public health and the environment. 

  
y. A commenter asked who sets the PSD major source thresholds and why the 

proposed plant is not required to operate under those thresholds. 
 

The PSD major source thresholds are set by the EPA and then adopted by 
states.  These thresholds were not designed to be emission limitations, but 
thresholds that trigger applicability to the PSD regulation.  The emission 
limitations are set by applying best available control technologies. 

 
z. Many commenters mentioned Santee Cooper’s Consent Decree as a reason to 

not issue the draft air permit before the EIS is complete and that the EIS 
information can be used in the Department’s decision. 

 
The Department’s current regulations do not prohibit the issuance of an air 
permit to any facility that has had previous violations.  Santee Cooper paid the 
required penalty and is currently meeting the terms and conditions of the 
Consent Decree.  The Consent Decree is not linked to the EIS being 
developed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  See Response Category “C” 

                                                           
331 S.C. Code Ann. § 48-1-100(A) (2008).  
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for more information about the EIS and the Department’s Coordinating 
Agency role. 

 
aa. A commenter expressed concerns about lights from the plant and noise 
 from trains and turbines. 

 
The Department does not have any noise or lighting regulations for power 
plants.  Florence County does have a noise ordinance in place that is being 
enforced by the Florence County Sheriff’s Department.332 The U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers plans to address the noise of the facility and vehicles that 
will be serving the facility in the EIS. 

 
bb. Several commenters suggested that ultra supercritical technology be 

considered. 
 

Ultra supercritical units are units which operate under higher temperatures and 
pressures than supercritical units.  Metallurgical advances have resulted in 
metals being able to withstand the high temperature (> 1100oF) and pressures 
associated with ultra supercritical units.  Currently there are no ultra 
supercritical units operating in the United States.  In August 2006, Southwest 
Electric Power Company (SWEPCO) proposed to install a 600 MW ultra 
supercritical unit.  The PSD permit for this unit was recently issued on 
November 5, 2008.  Operation of this unit is not expected for several years.  In 
December 2006, Florida Power & Light also applied for a permit to install two 
980 MW ultra supercritical units.  This project was denied by the Florida 
Public Service Commission in July 2007 and was never built.  There are 
several existing ultra supercritical units operating outside of the U.S.   MACT 
emission limits are based on the emission limits achieved in practice by the 
best controlled similar source.   In addition, the preamble to the EPA’s 1996 
Final 112(g) Rule states, “this definition of MACT for new source MACT in 
this rule does not require consideration of sources outside the U.S.  However, 
sources and permitting authorities are expected to consider controls on sources 
across the U.S., as opposed to considering just those controls used on sources 
in a particulate State.”333  Since no ultra supercritical units are currently 
operating in the U.S., the Department did not consider this technology further. 

                                                           
332 Ord. No. 9-93/94, October 21, 1993, Section 18-1. Loud, Disturbing or Unnecessary Noise. 
333 61 FR 68394.  
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Q. Category:  Comments from Applicant 
 
1. Concerns Raised in Public Comments 
 

a. Santee Cooper requested flexibility to install baghouses or water mist dust 
eliminators for material handling sources; 

b. Santee Cooper commented that Condition 35 should be deleted from the draft 
permit because it is redundant and inconsistent with current Department 
practice, and because mass emission limits are contained in Attachment A of 
the draft permit and typically not included as separate permit limits.  Santee 
Cooper also commented that mass emission rates are used only for dispersion 
modeling purposes and if retained in the permit must be specified as state only 
emission limits; 

c. Santee Cooper commented that the CO averaging period should specify a 30-
day averaging period based on use of CO CEMS and not a 3-hour averaging 
period as would occur with a periodic source test.  Santee Cooper commented 
that changing the averaging period to 3-hour averaging would be consistent 
with the requirement stated on page 7 of Section II.B of the draft PSD permit; 

d. Santee Cooper commented that the process weight rates listed in Condition 40 
of the draft PSD permit should be updated to incorporate 1,500 tons per hour 
(tph) for units 03, 04, and 05 rather than the 900 tph listed.  Santee Cooper 
commented that the process rate rule calculation is listed incorrectly in the 
draft permit.  Santee Cooper also commented that it is willing to accept the 
lower emission limit associated with a 900 tph throughput rate rather than the 
higher rate determined from the correct throughput; 

 e. Santee Cooper commented that a typographical error was present in the draft 
permit for the PM emissions limit for the Gypsum Material Transfer System 
(Unit ID 08), specifying 0.76 lb/hr in the table in Section II(A) of the draft 
PSD permit.  Santee Cooper noted that the Statement of Basis and draft PSD 
permit Condition 43 reflected the correct emissions limit; 

 f. Santee Cooper commented that the Prong 1 variability approach, as proposed 
in the 112(g) application, was a valid approach and requested reconsideration 
of that variability approach in establishing the MACT emission limitation for 
mercury; 

 
2. Regulatory Background 
 
The Department has considered all written comments made by the applicant in 
accordance with S.C. Regulation 61-62.1 II. N, Public Procedures and S.C. Regulation 
61-62.5 Standard No. 7 q. public participation. 
 
3. Response to Comments 

 
a. Santee Cooper commented that it is requesting that use of baghouses be 

changed to allow use of either baghouses or water mist dust eliminators as 
being functionally equivalent. 
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The Department agrees it is reasonable to allow either type of control device, 
on the premise that control efficiency of the water mist dust eliminators is at 
least as stringent as the baghouses.  The permit condition has been added to 
require Santee Cooper to submit detailed information of any installation of the 
water mist dust eliminators for review and written approval by the Department 
prior to its installation in order to verify the control efficiency properties.  
Since the control efficiency must be equivalent to the baghouses, no additional 
public notice will be required for this change. 

 
b. Santee Cooper commented that Condition 35 should be deleted from the draft 

PSD permit because it is redundant and inconsistent with current Department 
practice, and because mass emission limits are contained in Attachment A of 
the draft PSD permit and typically not included as separate permit limits.  
Santee Cooper also commented that mass emission rates are used only for 
dispersion modeling purposes and if retained in the permit must be specified 
as state only emission limits. 

 
The Department has included the mass emission limits as a means to 
conditionally require the facility to comply with the stated maximum 
operating rate for the boilers.  The primary intent for limiting the operating 
rate is to assure that the facility does not emit more than the mass emission 
level determined by the concentration limit (lb/million Btu) times the 
maximum heat input level (million Btu/hr).  This is deemed necessary since 
the facility has requested that the maximum heat input level not be specified 
in the permit as a permit limit.  From an emissions point of view, if the 
concentration level is less than the limit, using this approach, operating the 
boiler above the stated maximum operating rate is acceptable as long as the 
mass emission limit is not exceeded, which can occur if actual emission 
concentrations are less than the limits.  While the facility must indeed comply 
with the modeled emission levels included in Attachment A of the permit, 
there are no specific requirements that those modeled rates be restricted to the 
specified limits.  Therefore, in order to monitor the mass emission limits and 
restrict the facility to not exceeding those emission levels, the mass emission 
limits will remain in the permit specified as both state and federal 
requirements. 

  
c. Santee Cooper commented that the CO averaging period stated on page 4 of 

Section II.A of the draft PSD permit should specify a 30-day averaging period 
based on use of CO CEMS and not a 3-hour averaging period as would occur 
with a periodic source test.  Santee Cooper commented that changing the 
averaging period to 30-day averaging would be consistent with the 
requirement stated on page 7 of Section II.B of the draft PSD permit. 

 
An initial source test for CO emissions is specified in the permit whereas 
ongoing source tests may be waived based on CEMS monitoring.  The 
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averaging period specified in Section II.A of the permit is revised to include 
use of CEMS in addition to method 10.   

 
d. Santee Cooper commented that the process weight rates listed in Condition 40 

of the draft PSD permit should be updated to incorporate 1,500 tph for units 
03, 04, and 05 rather than the 900 tph listed.   Santee Cooper commented that 
the process rate rule calculation is listed incorrectly in the draft permit.  Santee 
Cooper also commented that it is willing to accept the lower emission limit 
associated with a 900 tph throughput rate rather than the higher rate 
determined from the correct throughput. 

 
The Department based the process weight rate for these units on the stated 
capacity of the coal/petcoke crusher as listed in the revised application Form 
IIA, determining that rate to be the bottleneck for coal handling operations 
such that coal movement could not practically occur at a higher rate than the 
coal is crushed.  Original and updated application forms both listed the 
throughput rate of the coal/petcoke crusher at 900 tph.  The Department 
acknowledges that a typographical error in Condition 40 of the draft PSD 
permit specified the rule as (E = 55.0P0.11 – 20), rather than the correct 
formula of (E = 55.0P0.11 – 40).  The specified formula has been corrected. 

 
e. Santee Cooper commented that a typographical error was present in the draft 

permit for the PM emissions limit for the Gypsum Material Transfer System 
(Unit ID 08), specifying 0.76 lb/hr in the table in Section II(A) of the draft 
PSD permit.  Santee Cooper noted that the Statement of Basis and draft PSD 
permit Condition 43 reflected the correct emission rate of 1.30 lb/hr.   

 
The Department erred in stating the permit limit of 0.76 lb/hr in the table for 
the combined gypsum handling system.  That emission rate is reflective of the 
three transfer points and excludes the storage piles.  The emission rate has 
been corrected.  In addition, the PSD limit stipulation has been modified to 
allow a different approved method than Method 5 as demonstration of 
compliance since all the emission sources are fugitive. 

 
f. Santee Cooper commented that the Prong 1 variability approach as proposed 

in the 112(g) application, was a valid approach and requested reconsideration 
of that variability approach in establishing the MACT emission limitation for 
mercury. 

 
The Department considered each of the approaches presented by Santee 
Cooper (Prong 1 and Prong 2) as well as other approaches and evaluated each 
on its own merits as a valid method to establish the MACT floor.  The 
Department did not determine the Prong 2 method was most appropriate 
because it yielded the lowest emission limitation.  It determined Prong 2 was 
the most appropriate because it is the most “reasonable [] estimate [of] the 
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performance of the best performing plants.”334 The Department continues to 
maintain that the Prong 2 approach is more reasonable than the Prong 1 
approach, because it accounted for a broader range of coal samples and it did 
not rely on the z-statistic.  See also Response Category “J.” 

 

                                                           
334 Sierra Club v. EPA, 167 F.3d 658, 665 (D.C. Cir. 1999). 

 175



Appendices A 
 

Final Construction Permit No. 1040-0113-CA 
 



 
 

 
 

OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CONTROL 
BUREAU OF AIR QUALITY 

PSD, NSPS (40CFR60), NESHAP (40CFR63) CONSTRUCTION PERMIT 
 
 

Santee Cooper (Pee Dee Generating Station) 
2651 South Old River Road 

Pamplico, SC 29583 
 
 
Permission is hereby granted to install two (2) supercritical tangentially fired boilers, burning pulverized bituminous 
coal and petcoke (up to 30% by weight of coal/petcoke blend) in either boiler.  The boilers can fire ultra low sulfur 
fuel oil containing 0.0015% sulfur or less (or No. 2 fuel oil if ultra low sulfur fuel oil is not commercially available) or 
natural gas during startup and load shift to a maximum rate of 1656 million Btu/hr.  Each boiler (B01 and B02) will 
supply steam to a single steam turbine/generator set.  The new boilers are each rated at 5,700 million Btu/hr maximum 
heat input capacity with an output of 660 MW each.  These boilers will be equipped with Low NOX burners (LNBs), 
two-level separated overfire air, Selective Catalytic Reduction systems (SCRs), Flue Gas Desulfurization (FGDs) (wet 
limestone scrubbers), and Fabric Filter Baghouses for control of NOX, SO2, and PM/PM10 emissions, respectively.  
These boilers will be subject to 40CFR60, Subparts A and Da, NOX Budget Plan, CAIR, CAMR, Case-by-Case 
MACT and Acid Rain requirements.  Boilers B01 and B02 will be identified as emission units ID01 and ID02, 
respectively. 
 
A coal handling system consisting of shaker railcar unloader, conveyors, storage pile, crusher tower, transfer tower, 
coal bunkers (6 silos and one central dust collector in each of the two sets) will be installed.  This coal handling 
system will be subject to 40CFR60, Subparts A and Y.  Petroleum coke will be delivered by rail or truck and stored 
separately from coal for subsequent blending with coal.  The coal and petcoke handling systems will be identified as 
emission units ID03 (Coal), ID04 (Petcoke), and ID05 (Coal/Petcoke Crusher). 
 
An ash handling system for each boiler will also be installed.  Fly ash will be collected and loaded out through two fly 
ash silos.  Bottom ash will be mixed with water and piped to an ash pond.  The ash sludge may be dewatered for sale.  
The ash handling system will be identified as emission units ID09 (Fly Ash) and ID10 (Bottom Ash).   
 
Two emergency generators (D01 and D02) rated at 1,500 KW each fired on ultra low sulfur fuel oil containing 
0.0015% sulfur or less (or No. 2 fuel oil with 0.05% sulfur or less if ultra low sulfur fuel oil is not commercially 
available) will be provided for backup power.  A 425 HP fire pump will be provided for fire protection.  These units 
are exempt from construction permit requirements but the emergency generators will be subject to 40CFR60, Subparts 
A and IIII as well as 40 CFR 63, Subparts A and ZZZZ, and the fire pump will be subject to 40 CFR 60 Subparts A 
and IIII. 
 
A limestone handling system will also be installed consisting of material transport, truck unloading, storage pile, 
conveyors, crusher, and silos.  Portions of the limestone handling will be subject to 40CFR60, Subparts A and OOO.  
The limestone handling system will be identified as emission units ID06 (Limestone Handling) and ID07 (Limestone 
Crusher). 
 
 
 
PERMIT NUMBER:  1040-0113-CA 
DATE OF ISSUE:   December 16, 2008 
FACILITY SIC/NAICS CODES: 4911 / 221112 



Santee Cooper (Pee Dee Generating Station) 
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT NUMBER: 1040-0113-CA 

DATE OF ISSUE: December 16, 2008 
Page 2 of 32 

 
A gypsum handling system will also be installed consisting of dewatering, conveyors to drops, storage piles, and truck 
loading.  The gypsum conveyors will be subject to 40CFR60, Subparts A and OOO.  The gypsum handling system 
will be identified as emission unit ID08. 
 
A cooling tower system will also be installed consisting of two multi-cell towers.  Each tower will have a nominal 
circulation rate of 287,100 gallons per minute with up to eight circulating water concentrations.  The cooling tower 
system will be identified as emission unit ID11. 
 
Several storage tanks will be installed for storing fuel oil, gasoline, diesel fuel, lube oil, anhydrous ammonia, turbine 
lube oil, sulfuric acid, sodium hydroxide, sodium hypochlorite, and organic acid.  All storage tanks will be categorized 
as insignificant activities. 
 
These processes will all be subject to SC Regulation 62.5, Standard No. 7 – “Prevention of Significant Deterioration” 
(PSD), as well as other state regulations described in the Special Conditions section of this permit. 
 
 
NOTWITHSTANDING ANY OF THE CONDITIONS LISTED BELOW, NO APPLICABLE LAW, 
REGULATION, OR STANDARD MAY BE VIOLATED. 
 

CONDITIONS 
 
1. All official correspondence, plans, permit application forms, and written statements are an integral 

part of this permit. 
 
2.  The owner/operator shall submit written notification to the Director of the Engineering Services 

Division of the date construction is commenced, postmarked no later than 30 days after such date, 
and written notification of the actual date of initial startup of each new or altered source, postmarked 
within 15 days after such date. 

 
3.  Approval to construct shall become invalid if construction is not commenced within 18 months after 

receipt of such approval, if construction is discontinued for a period of 18 months or more, or if 
construction is not completed within a reasonable time frame.  The Department may extend the 18-
month period upon a satisfactory showing that an extension is justified.  This request must be made 
prior to the permit expiration. 

 
4.  The owner or operator shall comply with all terms, conditions, and limitations of this permit. 
 
This is pursuant to the provisions of Section 48-1-110, 1976 Code of Laws of South Carolina, as amended, 
and the South Carolina Air Quality Control Regulation 61-62.1, Section II and the Code of Federal 
Regulations, Title 40, Parts 60 (Subpart A), and 63 (Subpart A). 
 
 
I. STANDARD CONDITIONS 
 

A. This permit expressly incorporates all the provisions of South Carolina Department of 
Health and Environmental Control Regulation 61-62.1, Section II, Paragraph J and the Code 
of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Parts 60 (Subpart A), and 63 (Subpart A). 
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II. SPECIAL CONDITIONS 
 

A. EMISSION LIMITATIONS 
 

Air pollutant emissions shall not exceed the following: 
 

Unit ID Equip 
ID 

Desc. Pollutant/ 
Standard Limit Reference 

Method Regulation State 
Only 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

Opacity 20%, each 9 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 1
40 CFR 60, Subpart Da No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

PM 
(filterable) 

Lesser of 0.6 lb/106 
Btu or 57.84 P –0.637 
where P = heat input 
rate (each) (3-hr avg)

5, 5B or 17 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 1 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

PM 
(filterable) 

0.015 lb/106 Btu or 
0.14 lb/MWh gross 
energy output, each 
(alternate limit 0.03 

lb/106 Btu and 
99.9% reduction 

efficiency) 

5, 5B or 17 40 CFR 60, Subpart Da No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

PM 
(filterable) 

0.015 lb/106 Btu, 
each (3-hr avg) 
[30-day rolling 

average] 

5, 5B or 17 
[CEMS] SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

PM (total) 0.018 lb/106 Btu, 
each (3-hr avg) 

5, 5B or 17 and 
202 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

PM10 
(filterable) 

0.012 lb/106 Btu, 
each (3-hr avg) 201 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

PM10 (total) 0.018 lb/106 Btu, 
each (3-hr avg) 201, 202 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

PM10 
(filterable) 

0.012 lb/106 Btu, 
each (3-hr avg and 
30-day rolling avg) 

As Approved 
by the Bureau,

and CEMS 

40 CFR 63.43(g),  
SC Regulation 61-62.63.43(g)(1) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

Filterable 
PM 

1.36 tons/day, each; 
2.05 tons/day, 

combined (24-hr 
block sums) 

5, 5B or 17 SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

Total PM 

1.64 tons/day, each; 
2.46 tons/day, 

combined (24-hr 
block sums) 

5, 5B or 17 and 
202 SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

PM10 
(filterable) 

1.09 tons/day, each; 
1.64 tons/day, total 
(24-hr block sums) 

201 SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 
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Unit ID Equip 
ID 

Desc. Pollutant/ 
Standard Limit Reference 

Method Regulation State 
Only 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

PM10 (total) 

1.64 tons/day, each; 
2.46 tons/day, 

combined (24-hr 
block sums) 

201, 202 SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

SO2 
3.5 lb/106 Btu, each 
(24-hr block avg) 6 or 6C SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 1 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

SO2 

1.4 lb/MWh gross 
energy output, or 

95% reduction , each
(30-day rolling avg.)

6 or 6C 40 CFR 60, Subpart Da No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

SO2 
0.12 lb/106 Btu, each 
(30-day rolling avg) CEMS SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

SO2 
(as surrogate 
for acid gas 

HAPs) 

0.12 lb/106 Btu, each 
(3-hr avg and 30-day 

rolling avg) 

As Approved 
by the Bureau 

and 
CEMS 

40 CFR 63.43(g),  
SC Regulation 61-62.63.43(g)(1) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

SO2 

10.92 tons/day, each; 
16.42 tons/day, 

combined (24-hr 
block sums) 

CEMS  SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

NOX 

1.0 lb/MWh or 0.6 
lb/106 Btu and 65% 
reduction, each (30-

day rolling avg.) 

7 or 7E 40 CFR 60, Subpart Da No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

NOX 0.07 lb/106 Btu, each 
(30-day rolling avg) 7 or 7E SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

NOX 

6.37 tons/day, each; 
9.58 tons/day, 

combined (24-hr 
block sums) 

CEMS SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

CO 
0.15 lb/106 Btu, each 

(3-hr avg) 
[30-day avg] 

10 
[CEMS] SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

CO 
(as surrogate 
for organic 

HAPs) 

0.15 lb/106 Btu, each 
(3-hr avg and 30-day 

rolling avg) 

As Approved 
by the Bureau 

and 
CEMS 

40 CFR 63.43(g),  
SC Regulation 61-62.63.43(g)(1) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

CO 

13.65 tons/day, each; 
20.52 tons/day, 

combined (24-hr 
block sums) 

10 SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

VOC 0.0024 lb/106 Btu, 
each (3-hr block avg) 18, 25 or 25A SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 

5.1 Yes 
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Unit ID Equip 
ID 

Desc. Pollutant/ 
Standard Limit Reference 

Method Regulation State 
Only 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

VOC 0.0024 lb/106 Btu, 
each (3-hr block avg) 18, 25 or 25A SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

VOC 

0.22 tons/day, each; 
0.33 tons/day, 

combined (24-hr 
block sums) 

18, 25 or 25A SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

Lead 1.91 E-05 lb/106 Btu, 
each 29 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

Lead 

0.0017 tons/day, 
each; 0.0026 

tons/day, combined 
(24-hr block sums) 

29 SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

H2SO4 
0.005 lb/106 Btu, 

each 8 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

H2SO4 

0.455 tons/day, each; 
0.684 tons/day, 

combined (24-hr 
block sums) 

8 SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

Fluorides 3.41 E-04 lb/106 Btu, 
each 13 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

Fluorides 

0.031 tons/day, each; 
0.047 tons/day, 

combined (24-hr 
block sums) 

13 SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

Mercury 
20 x 10-6 lb/MWh, 

each (12-month 
rolling avg.) 

29, CEMS  
SC Reg 61-62.60 Subpart Da 

 
Yes 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

Mercury 

8.0 x 10-6 lb/MWh 
(12-month rolling 

average); 
46.3 lb/yr 

(12-month rolling 
sum) 

As Approved 
by the Bureau 

and 
CEMS 

40 CFR 63.43(g),  
SC Regulation 61-62.63.43(g)(1) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

SO2, NOX See Acid Rain 
Permit N/A 40 CFR 72, 73, 75, and 76 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

PM All filterable 
PM/PM10 limits N/A 40 CFR 64 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

SO2, NOX All SO2 and NOX 
limits CEMS 40 CFR 64 Avoidance No 
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Unit ID Equip 
ID 

Desc. Pollutant/ 
Standard Limit Reference 

Method Regulation State 
Only 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

SO2, NOX See Regulation CEMS CAIR No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

Mercury See Regulation CEMS CAMR  
Yes 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
No. 1, 
Boiler 
No.2 

PM, PM10, 
SO2, NOX, 
CO, VOC, 
Pb, H2SO4, 
Fluorides 

Comply with Startup 
and Shutdown 
Requirements 

N/A SC Regulation 61-62.5, Standard 
No. 7 No 

03 
MT10 
MT11 
MT12 

See 
Att. B Opacity 20%, each 9 40 CFR 60, Subpart Y No 

03 Each See 
Att. B Opacity 20%, each 9 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

03 Combined See 
Att. B PM 76.23 lb/hr, 

combined 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

03 Combined See 
Att. B PM 6.57 lb/hr, combined 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

04 Each See 
Att. B Opacity 20%, each 9 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

04 Combined See 
Att. B PM 76.23 lb/hr, 

combined 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

04 Combined See 
Att. B PM 2.51 lb/hr, 

combined 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

05 CR01 See 
Att. B Opacity 20% 9 SC Std. 4 No 

05 CR01 See 
Att. B Opacity 20% 9 40CFR60 Subpart Y No 

05 CR01 See 
Att. B PM 76.23 lb/hr 9 SC Std. 4 No 

05 CR01 See 
Att. B PM 0.59 lb/hr 5 SC Std. 7 No 

06 Each See 
Att. B Opacity 20%, each 9 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

06 

MT23 
MT24 
MT25 
MT28 
MT29 
MT30 

See 
Att. B Opacity 7%, each (point 

sources) 9 40CFR60 Subpart OOO No 

06 

MT20 
MT21 
MT22 
MT26 
MT27 

See 
Att. B Opacity 10%, each (fugitive 

sources) 9 40CFR60 Subpart OOO No 

06 Combined See 
Att. B PM 53.55 lb/hr, 

combined 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

06 Combined See 
Att. B PM 0.84 lb/hr, 

combined 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 
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Unit ID Equip 
ID 

Desc. Pollutant/ 
Standard Limit Reference 

Method Regulation State 
Only 

06 

MT23 
MT24 
MT25 
MT28 
MT29 
MT30 

See 
Att. B PM 0.022 grains/dscf, 

each (point sources) 5 40CFR60 Subpart OOO No 

07 CR02 See 
Att. B Opacity 20% 9 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

07 CR02 See 
Att. B Opacity 7% 9 40CFR60 Subpart OOO No 

07 CR02 See 
Att. B PM 53.55 lb/hr 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

07 CR02 See 
Att. B PM 0.05 lb/hr 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

07 CR02 See 
Att. B PM 0.022 grains/dscf 5 40CFR60 Subpart OOO No 

08 Each See 
Att. B Opacity 20%, each 9 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

08 
MT34 
MT35 
MT36 

See 
Att. B Opacity 10%, each (fugitive 

sources) 9 40 CFR 60, Subpart OOO No 

08 Combined See 
Att. B PM 60.50 lb/hr, 

combined 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

08 Combined See 
Att. B PM 1.30 lb/hr, 

combined 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

09 Each See 
Att. B Opacity 20% 9 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

09 Combined See 
Att. B PM 63.00 lb/hr, combined 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

09 Combined See 
Att. B PM 0.045 lb/hr, combined 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

10 Each See 
Att. B Opacity 20%, each 9 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

11 Each Cooling 
Towers Opacity 20%, each 9 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

11 Each Cooling 
Towers PM 83.8 lb/hr (each 

tower) N/A SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

11 Each Cooling 
Towers PM 

0.0005% drift loss 
and 0.466 lb/hr  

(each tower) 
N/A SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

N/A = Not Applicable 
 
The emission limitations listed for each emission unit are based on operation at permitted capacity.  
Operation at less than permitted capacity must meet emission limits specified in the applicable regulations 
based on that operating rate.  All test methods must be the most recent revisions that are published in the 
Code of Federal Regulations, in accordance with the requirements of SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section IV, 
Source Test. 
 

B. CONTINUOUS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 
 

ID Pollutant Averaging Time 
Boilers 01 and 02 Opacity 6 minute block average 
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ID Pollutant Averaging Time 

Boilers 01 and 02 PM 30-day rolling average 

Boilers 01 and 02 SO2 
24-hour block average 
30-day rolling average 

Boilers 01 and 02 NOX 24-hour block average 
30-day rolling average 

Boilers 01 and 02 Mercury 12-month rolling average 
12-month rolling sum 

Boilers 01 and 02 CO 30-day rolling average 
 
 

C. SOURCE TEST SCHEDULE 
 

ID Pollutant Frequency Method Averaging Time 

Boilers 01 and  02 Opacity Initial and Annual  
(See Note 1) 9 6 minutes 

Boilers 01 and 02 PM Initial and Annual  
(See Note 1) 5, 5B or 17 Minimum of (3) one 

hour runs 

Boilers 01 and 02 PM10 Initial 201 and 202 Minimum of (3) one 
hour runs 

Boilers 01 and 02 SO2 Initial 19 and CEMS 30 days 
Boilers 01 and 02 NOX Initial 19 and CEMS 30 days 

Boilers 01 and 02 CO Initial and Annual 
(See Note 1) 10 Minimum of (3) one 

hour runs 

Boilers 01 and 02 VOC Initial 18, 25 or 25A Minimum of (3) one 
hour runs 

Boilers 01 and 02 H2SO4 Initial 8 Minimum of (3) one 
hour runs 

Boilers 01 and 02 Lead Initial 29  Minimum of (3) one 
hour runs 

Boilers 01 and 02 Hydrogen 
Chloride Initial and Annual As Approved by 

the Bureau 
Minimum of (3) one 

hour runs 

Boilers 01 and 02 Hydrogen 
Fluoride Initial and Annual As Approved by 

the Bureau 
Minimum of (3) one 

hour runs 

Boilers 01 and 02 Mercury Initial  29 (initial) 
CEMS (annual) 

Minimum of (3) one 
hour runs 

Material Handling 
Sources (See Note 2) PM Initial 5, 5B, 17 Minimum of (3) one 

hour runs 
MT20, MT21, MT22, 
MT23, MT24, MT25, 
MT26, MT27, MT28, 
MT29, MT30, MT34, 
MT35, MT36, CR01 

Opacity Initial As Specified in 
40CFR60.675 

As Specified in 
40CFR60.675 

MT23, MT24, MT25, 
MT28, MT29, MT30, 

CR01 
PM Initial As Specified in 

40CFR60.675 
As Specified in 
40CFR60.675 

Note 1:  PM testing frequency may be more frequent than annual depending on test results.  On-going PM and CO tests may be 
waived by the Department as specified in Condition 14. 
Note 2:  Initial source testing shall be conducted for each type baghouse or water mist dust eliminator used for highest emitting 
sources.  Proposed sources to be tested shall be submitted to the Bureau for review and approval prior to testing. 
 

D. ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS 
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Condition 
Number Conditions 

1 
(Facility-wide)  The permittee shall pay fees in accordance with SC Regulation 61-30, SC Environmental 
Protection Fees. 
 

2 

(Facility-wide)  In accordance with SC Regulation 61-62.1 Section II(J), for all sources not required to 
have continuous emissions monitors, in the event of any malfunction of air pollution control equipment 
or system, process upset or other equipment failure which results in discharges of air contaminants 
lasting for one hour or more and which are greater than those discharges described for normal operation 
in the permit application shall be reported to the local Environmental Quality Control (EQC) Regional 
office within twenty-four (24) hours after the beginning of the occurrence.  The permittee shall also 
submit a written report within thirty (30) days of the occurrence.  This report shall be submitted to the 
Manager of the Technical Management Section, Bureau of Air Quality (BAQ).  The report shall contain 
as a minimum, the following:  the identity of the emission unit and associated equipment where excess 
emissions occurred, the magnitude of excess emissions, the time and duration of excess emissions, the 
steps taken to remedy the malfunction and to prevent a recurrence, documentation that control equipment 
and processes were at all times maintained and operated, to the maximum extent practicable, in a manner 
that was consistent with good practice for minimizing emissions.  Such a report shall in no way serve to 
excuse, otherwise justify, or in any manner affect any potential liability or enforcement action resulting 
from the occurrence. 
 

3 

(Facility-wide)  Air dispersion modeling (or other method) has demonstrated that this facility’s operation 
will not interfere with the attainment and maintenance of any state or federal ambient air standard.  Any 
changes in the parameters used in the air dispersion modeling may require a review by the facility to 
determine continuing compliance with these standards.  These potential changes include any decrease in 
stack height, decrease in stack velocity, increase in stack diameter, decrease in stack exit temperature, 
increase in building height or building additions, increase in emission rates, decrease in distance between 
stack and property line, changes in vertical stack orientation, and installation of a rain cap that impedes 
vertical flow.  Parameters that are not required in the determination will not invalidate the demonstration 
if they are modified.  The emission rates used in the determination are listed in Attachment A of this 
permit.  Higher emission rates may be administratively incorporated into Attachment A of this permit 
provided a demonstration using these higher emission rates shows the attainment and maintenance of any 
state or federal ambient air quality standard or with any other applicable requirement.  Variations from 
the input parameters in the demonstration shall not constitute a violation unless the maximum allowable 
ambient concentrations identified in the standard are exceeded. 
 
The owner/operator shall maintain this facility at or below the emission rates as listed in Attachment A, 
not to exceed the pollutant limitations of this construction permit.  Should the facility wish to increase the 
emission rates listed in Attachment A, not to exceed the pollutant limitations in the body of this permit, it 
may do so by the administrative process specified in this permit condition.  This is a State Only 
enforceable requirement. 
 

4 

(Facility-wide)  These conditions shall not supersede any State or Federal requirements such as National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants, unless these conditions would impose a more 
restrictive limit. 
 

5 

(Facility-wide)  This construction permit was reviewed and issued based on the permit application 
submitted by the owner/operator.  The owner/operator shall obtain any Bureau authorization required 
under South Carolina Regulation 61-62.1, Section II(A) prior to making modifications not covered under 
this construction permit. 
 

6 

 For sources not yet covered by an effective Title V operating permit, the owner or operator shall submit 
a written request to the Director of the Engineering Services Division for a new operating permit to cover 
any new, or altered source, postmarked no later than fifteen (15) days after the actual date of initial 
startup of each new or altered source.  In accordance with SC Regulation 61-62.70.5(a), the owner or 
operator shall submit a timely and complete Part 70 permit application within 12 months of start up. 
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Condition 
Number Conditions 

7 

The owner/operator or professional engineer in charge of the project shall certify that, to the best of 
his/her knowledge and belief and as a result of periodic observation during construction, the construction 
under application has been completed in accordance with the specifications agreed upon in the 
construction permit issued by the Department.  If construction is certified as provided above, the 
permittee may operate the source in compliance with the terms and conditions of the construction permit 
until the operating permit is issued by the Department.  If construction is not built as specified in the 
permit application and associated construction permit(s), the owner/operator must submit to the Director 
of the Engineering Services Division a complete description of modifications that are at variance with the 
documentation of the construction permitting determination prior to commencing operation.  
Construction variances that would trigger additional requirements that have not been addressed prior to 
start of operation shall be considered construction without a permit. 
 

8 

This facility is a “major source” as defined by SC DHEC Regulation 61-62.70.2(r) (Title V), based on 
potential emissions of PM10, SO2, NOX, CO, VOC and HAP.  This facility is required to submit a Title V 
application within 12 months from the date of start-up. 
 

9 

(Facility-wide)  Unless elsewhere specified within this permit, all records required to demonstrate 
compliance with the limits established under this permit shall be maintained on site for a period of at 
least five (5) years from the date generated and shall be made available to a Department representative 
upon request. 
 

10 

(Facility-wide)  Unless elsewhere specified within this permit, all reports required under this permit 
including all recorded parameters and calculated values shall be submitted to the Manager of the 
Technical Management Section, Bureau of Air Quality, at the address listed below, postmarked no later 
than thirty (30) calendar days after the end of the reporting period. 
  SC DHEC - BAQ 
  Technical Management Section 
  2600 Bull Street 
  Columbia, SC  29201 
 

11 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  These sources are subject to all provisions of SC Regulation 61-62.5, Standard 
No. 7, “Prevention of Significant Deterioration” for PM, PM10, SO2, NOX, CO, VOC, lead, sulfuric acid, 
and fluorides. 
 

12 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  The Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for Boilers No. 1 and No. 2 was 
determined to be the following: 
 

Pollutant BACT Limit 

PM Use of fabric filter 
baghouse 

0.018 lb/million Btu, each (total PM, 3-hr avg) 
0.015 lb/million Btu, each (filterable PM, 3-hr avg) 

PM10 
Use of fabric filter 

baghouse 
0.018 lb/million Btu, each (total PM10, 3-hr avg) 

0.012 lb/million Btu, each (filterable PM10, 3-hr avg) 
SO2 Use of FGD 0.12 lb/million Btu, each (30-day avg) 
NOX Use of SCR 0.07 lb/million Btu, each (30-day avg) 

CO Good combustion 
practices 0.15 lb/million Btu, each (30-day avg) 

VOC Good combustion 
practices 0.0024 lb/million Btu, each (3-hr avg) 

Lead Use of fabric filter 
baghouse 0.0000191 lb/million Btu, each (3-hr avg) 

Fluorides Use of FGD 3.41 x 10-4 lb/million Btu, each (3-hr avg) 
(95% scrubbing efficiency) 

H2SO4 Use of FGD 0.005 lb/106 Btu, each (3-hr avg) 
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In addition, fuels shall be limited to use of ultra low sulfur fuel oil containing 0.0015% sulfur or less (No. 
2 fuel oil containing 0.05% sulfur or less may be used if ultra low sulfur fuel oil is not commercially 
available) or natural gas during startup, shutdown, and flame stabilization and use of eastern bituminous 
coal blended with up to 30% petcoke during normal operation.  During startup and shutdown, each boiler 
shall not exceed the following limits: 
 

Pollutant BACT Limit (total pounds for “C” hours) 

PM 

Use of fabric filter 
baghouse as 

established  by startup 
and shutdown plan  

C * 102.6 lb/hr, each (total PM) 
C * 85.5 lb/hr, each (filterable PM) 

PM10 

Use of fabric filter 
baghouse as 

established by startup 
and shutdown plan 

C * 102.6 lb/hr, each (total PM10) 
C * 68.4 lb/hr, each (filterable PM10) 

SO2 
Use of FGD as 

established by startup 
and shutdown plan 

C * 684 lb/hr, each 

NOX Follow startup and 
shutdown plan C * 399 lb/hr, each 

CO Good combustion 
practices C * 855 lb/hr, each 

VOC Good combustion 
practices C * 13.68 lb/hr, each 

Lead 

Use of fabric filter 
baghouse as 

established by startup 
and shutdown plan 

C * 0.11 lb/hr, each 

Fluorides 
Use of FGD as 

established by startup 
and shutdown plan 

C * 1.94 lb/hr, each 

H2SO4 
Use of FGD as 

established by startup 
and shutdown plan 

 
C * 28.5 lb/hr, each 

 where C = duration in hours of individual startup or shutdown periods 
 
The pollution control systems shall be brought into service during startup, consistent with the technical 
limitations, manufacturers’ specifications, and good engineering and maintenance practices.  The fabric 
filter baghouse and FGD systems shall achieve substantial control upon introduction of coal into the 
boilers, and optimum performance upon the unit reaching steady load conditions.  The SCR system shall 
be brought into service upon the unit reaching minimum load levels that correspond to specific flue gas 
temperatures necessary for operating the SCR system, as specified by the manufacturer.  The startup 
period shall end once the SCR system is brought into service.  No specific operating procedures will 
apply during periods of shutdown since emissions are not expected to fluctuate significantly and will 
essentially cease upon elimination of fuel in the boilers. 
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13 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  The owner/operator shall establish a startup/shutdown/malfunction plan 
including but not limited to, specifying the expected duration of normal startups and shutdowns, the 
expected intervals of time (or load) for which control devices are not expected to be on line (per 
manufacturer or other requirements), and operational conditions that are expected to be followed that 
minimize emissions.  Also, included in this plan the owner/operator shall establish how operation of the 
boilers at low utilization will be minimized.  This plan shall be submitted for approval to the Bureau’s 
Engineering Services Division prior to operation of either Boiler No. 1 or No. 2.  This plan shall be 
reviewed and updated on a minimum of an annual frequency and any changes shall be submitted to the 
Engineering Services Division within 30 days of the operating permit effective date anniversary.  If there 
are no changes, the report shall indicate such.  Failure of the facility to comply with the plan will 
represent a violation. 
 
Mass emissions of pollutants as described in Condition 12 occurring during the startup/shutdown periods 
shall not exceed the specified limits. 
 
The facility shall record emissions during startups, shutdowns, and malfunctions and shall report 
quarterly any instances for which actual emissions exceed the above specified rates, any instances for 
which any startup or shutdown exceeds the expected time (or load) parameters, and any instances where 
control devices are not operational as expected during startup and shutdown.  This report shall also 
include explanations where such instances occur.  If no instances occur during the reporting quarter, then 
the report shall indicate such. 
 

14 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  Source tests for opacity, PM, PM10, SO2, NOX, CO, VOC, H2SO4, lead, mercury, 
HCl and HF emissions from Boilers No. 1 and No. 2 will be required prior to the issuance of a permit to 
operate.  The tests shall be performed within 60 days after achieving maximum production but not later 
than 180 days after initial start-up.  The Bureau must be notified at least two weeks prior to a source test 
so that a Bureau representative may be present.  Source test methodology, to include testing at worst-case 
conditions for Standard 7 and representative conditions for MACT, must be approved by the Bureau and 
comply with SC DHEC Regulation 61-62.1, Section IV - Source Testing. 
 
Ongoing source tests for CO and PM may be waived by the Department if the CO and PM CEMS data 
are submitted by the facility and show consistent compliance with the respective limits. 
 

15 

(Material Handling Systems)  Source tests for PM from representative sources will be required prior to 
the issuance of a permit to operate.  The representative sources shall consist of testing each type of 
baghouse or water mist dust eliminator for the highest emitting source of that type.  The representative 
sources would likely include, but not be limited to, the baghouse or water mist dust eliminator for one 
coal bunker (six silos), baghouse or water mist dust eliminator for the coal crusher, and another 
representative baghouse or water mist dust eliminator.  The proposed list of sources to be tested shall be 
submitted to the Bureau for approval as part of the test protocol.  The tests shall be performed within 60 
days after achieving maximum production but not later than 180 days after initial start-up.  The Bureau 
must be notified at least two weeks prior to a source test so that a Bureau representative may be present.  
Source test methodology, to include testing at worst-case conditions, must be approved by the Bureau 
and comply with SC DHEC Regulation 61-62.1, Section IV - Source Testing. 
 

16 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  Notification of intent to source test, performance of source tests, and the 
reporting of source test results shall comply with 40 CFR 60.8, New Source Performance Standards 
(NSPS), and with South Carolina Regulation 61-62.1, Section IV, Source Tests. 
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17 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  This source is permitted to operate two supercritical pulverized coal-fired boilers, 
each rated at a heat input rate of 5,700 million Btu/hr.  These units are permitted to burn eastern 
bituminous coal, or eastern bituminous coal with petcoke blended up to 30% by composite weight (i.e., 
30% petcoke and 70% coal) as fuel.  Ultra low sulfur fuel oil (or fuel oil No. 2 containing 0.05% or less 
sulfur if ultra low sulfur fuel oil is not commercially available) and natural gas may be used for initial 
firing of each boiler during startup in addition to periods requiring flame stabilization.  The use of any 
other substances as fuel is prohibited without prior written approval from the Bureau of Air Quality.  
During operation of these units, all control devices (including fabric filter baghouses, FGD Scrubbers, 
Low NOX Burners,  and SCR controls) shall be operated consistent with the technological limitations, 
manufacturer’s specifications, and good engineering and maintenance practices for the control devices. 
 

18 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  The owner/operator shall maintain on file all measurements including continuous 
monitoring system or monitoring device performance measurements; all continuous monitoring system 
performance evaluations; all continuous monitoring system or monitoring device calibration checks; 
adjustments and maintenance performed on these systems or devices; and all other information required 
in a permanent form. 
 

19 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  The owner/operator shall install, operate, and maintain continuous opacity 
monitoring system (COMS) for monitoring and reporting of opacity and continuous emissions monitor 
systems (CEMS) for monitoring and reporting of emissions of PM, NOX, SO2, CO, and mercury. 
 

20 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  These units are subject to all applicable requirements of 40CFR60 Subparts A 
and Da, New Source Performance Standards for Electric Utility Steam Generating Plants, as revised June 
9, 2006. 
 

21 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  40CFR60.42Da(c)  On and after the date on which the performance test required 
to be conducted under 40CFR60.8 is completed, no owner or operator subject to the provisions of 
40CFR60 Subpart Da shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any affected facility any 
gases that contain particulate matter in excess of either: 
(a) 0.14 lb/MWh gross energy output; or 
(b) 0.015 lb/MMBtu heat input derived from the combustion of solid, liquid, or gaseous fuel. 
 
As an alternative to meeting the requirements above, the owner or operator may elect to meet the 
requirements as follows. On and after the date on which the performance test required to be conducted 
under 40CFR60.8 is completed, the owner or operator subject to the provisions of 40CFR60 Subpart Da 
shall not cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any affected facility any gases that contain 
particulate matter in excess of: 
(a) 0.03 lb/MMBtu) heat input, and 
(b) 99.9 percent reduction. 
 

22 

(Boiler B01 and BoilerB02)  40CFR60.43Da(i)  On and after the date on which the performance test 
required to be conducted under 40CFR60.8 is completed, no owner or operator subject to the provisions 
of 40CFR60 Subpart Da shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any affected facility any 
gases that contain sulfur dioxide in excess of either: 
(a) 1.4 lb/MWh gross energy output on a 30-day rolling average basis, or 
(b) 5 percent of the potential combustion concentration (95 percent reduction) on a 30-day rolling 
average basis. 
 

23 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  40CFR60.44Da(e)  On and after the date on which the performance test required 
to be conducted under 40CFR60.8 is completed, no owner or operator subject to the provisions of 
40CFR60 Subpart Da shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any affected facility, any 
gases that contain nitrogen oxides (expressed as NO2) in excess of 1.0 lb/MWh gross energy output on a 
30-day rolling average basis. 
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24 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  This is a state-only standard. These requirements will be met until this state 
regulation is repealed. 
SC Reg 61-62.60.44Da(e)  On and after the date on which the performance test required to be conducted 
under 40CFR60.8 is completed, no owner or operator subject to the provisions of SC Reg 61-62.60 
Subpart Da that burns only bituminous coal, shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any 
new affected source, any gases that contain mercury in excess of 20.0 x 10-6 lb/MWh (0.02 lb/gigawatt-
hr) on an output basis averaged on a 12-month rolling average basis.   
 

25 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  In accordance with SC Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 1, Emissions from Fuel 
Burning Operations and 40CFR60.42Da(b), Standards Of Performance For Electric Utility Steam 
Generating Units For Which Construction Is Commenced After September 18, 1978, these boilers shall 
not discharge into the ambient air smoke which exceeds an opacity of 20%.  The twenty percent (20%) 
opacity limit may be exceeded for soot blowing only, where so equipped, but may not be exceeded for 
more than six (6) minutes in a one hour period nor be exceeded for more than a total of four 6-minute 
periods in a twenty-four (24) hour period, of not more than 27% opacity.  This opacity standard applies at 
all times except during periods of startup and shutdown. 
 
The owner/operator shall, to the extent practicable, maintain and operate any source including associated 
air pollution control equipment in a manner consistent with good air pollution control practices for 
minimizing emissions.  For the opacity standards set forth above to not apply during startup or shutdown 
the owner/operator shall maintain a log of the time, magnitude, duration and any other pertinent 
information to determine periods of startup and shutdown. 
 

26 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  40CFR 60.49Da(a)  The owner or operator of an affected facility shall install, 
calibrate, maintain, and operate a continuous monitoring system, and record the output of the system, for 
measuring the opacity of emissions discharged to the atmosphere, except where gaseous fuel is the only 
fuel combusted. If opacity interference due to water droplets exists in the stack (for example, from the 
use of an FGD system), the opacity is monitored upstream of the interference (at the inlet to the FGD 
system). If opacity interference is experienced at all locations (both at the inlet and outlet of the sulfur 
dioxide control system), alternate parameters indicative of the particulate matter control system's 
performance are monitored (subject to the approval of the Department and EPA). 
 

27 

(Boilers B01 and B02) 40CFR60.48Da(e) After the initial performance test required under 40CFR60.8 
compliance with the sulfur dioxide emission limitations and percentage reduction requirements under 
40CFR60.23a and the nitrogen oxides emission limitations under 40CFR60.22a is based on the average 
emission rate for 30 successive boiler operating days. A separate performance test is completed at the end 
of each boiler operating day after the initial performance test, and a new 30-day average emission rate for 
both sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides and a new percent reduction for sulfur dioxide are calculated to 
show compliance with the standards. 
 

28 

(Boilers B01 and B02) 40CFR60.48Da(f)  For the initial performance test required under 40CFR60.8 
compliance with the sulfur dioxide emission limitations and percent reduction requirements under 
40CFR60.23a and the nitrogen oxides emission limitation under 40CFR60.22a is based on the average 
emission rates for sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, and percent reduction for sulfur dioxide for the first 30 
successive boiler operating days. The initial performance test is the only test in which at least 30 days 
prior notice is required unless otherwise specified by the Department. The initial performance test is to be 
scheduled so that the first boiler operating day of the 30 successive boiler operating days is completed 
within 60 days after achieving the maximum production rate at which the affected facility will be 
operated, but not later than 180 days after initial startup of the facility. 
 

29 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  The owner or operator shall submit to the Bureau the SO2, NOX and mercury 
performance test data from the initial performance tests and performance evaluations of the CEMS 
following the requirements of 40CFR60.49Da to include the applicable performance specification in 40 
CFR 60 Appendix B. 
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30 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  40CFR60.51Da  Reports demonstrating compliance with the opacity, sulfur 
dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, and mercury limits in accordance with 40CFR Part 60 Subpart Da shall be 
submitted to the Bureau of Air Quality.  These reports shall contain information specified in 
40CFR60.51Da and shall be submitted quarterly (for opacity and if submitted electronically) or semi-
annually (other than opacity, if submitted in written form).  Reporting of opacity data meeting the 
requirements of this regulation shall be waived if operation and reporting of PM CEMS data is 
maintained. 
 

31 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  40 CFR 60.7(c)  The owner or operator is required to submit excess emission 
reports to the Bureau of Air Quality for any calendar quarter during which there are excess emissions 
from a boiler.  If there are no excess emissions during the calendar quarter, the owner or operator shall 
submit a report quarterly stating that excess emissions have not occurred during the reporting period. 
 

32 

(Boilers B01 andB02)  40CFR60.7(e)(1) 
A. Notwithstanding the frequency of reporting requirements specified in Condition 31 of this permit, an 

owner or operator who is required by 40CFR60 Subpart Da to submit excess emissions and 
monitoring systems performance reports (and summary reports) on a quarterly (or more frequent) 
basis may reduce the frequency of reporting for that standard to semiannual if the following 
conditions are met: 

  i.  For 1 full year (e.g., 4 quarterly or 12 monthly reporting periods) the affected facility's excess 
emissions and monitoring systems reports submitted to comply with a standard under 40CFR60 
Subpart Da continually demonstrate that the facility is in compliance with the applicable 
standard; 

 ii.  The owner or operator continues to comply with all recordkeeping and monitoring requirements 
specified in 40CFR60 Subpart Da and the applicable standard; and 

iii.  The Bureau does not object to a reduced frequency of reporting for the affected facility, as 
provided in paragraph (B) of this condition. 

  
B. The frequency of reporting of excess emissions and monitoring systems performance (and summary) 

reports may be reduced only after the owner or operator notifies the Bureau in writing of his or her 
intention to make such a change and the Bureau does not object to the intended change. In deciding 
whether to approve a reduced frequency of reporting, the Bureau may review information concerning 
the source's entire previous performance history during the required recordkeeping period prior to the 
intended change, including performance test results, monitoring data, and evaluations of an owner or 
operator's conformance with operation and maintenance requirements. Such information may be used 
by the Bureau to make a judgment about the source's potential for noncompliance in the future. If the 
Bureau disapproves the owner or operator's request to reduce the frequency of reporting, the Bureau 
will notify the owner or operator in writing within 45 days after receiving notice of the owner or 
operator's intention. The notification from the Bureau to the owner or operator will specify the 
grounds on which the disapproval is based. In the absence of a notice of disapproval within 45 days, 
approval is automatically granted. 

  
C. As soon as monitoring data indicate that the affected facility is not in compliance with any emission 

limitation or operating parameter specified in the applicable standard, the frequency of reporting shall 
revert to the frequency specified in the applicable standard, and the owner or operator shall submit an 
excess emissions and monitoring systems performance report (and summary report, if required) at the 
next appropriate reporting period following the non-complying event. After demonstrating compliance 
with the applicable standard for another full year, the owner or operator may again request approval 
from the Bureau to reduce the frequency of reporting for that standard as provided for in paragraphs 
(A) and (B) of this condition. 
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33 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  In accordance with SC Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 1 - Emissions from 
Fuel Burning Operations, Section II - Particulate Matter Emissions, the allowable discharge of particulate 
matter resulting from the fuel burning operations is based on the input heat rate of each unit.  Whenever a 
unit operates below 1,300 million Btu/hr, the limit is 0.6 lb/million Btu for that unit.  For input heat rates 
equal to or above 1,300 million Btu/hr, the limit is expressed as a function of the input heat rate per the 
following equation: 

E = 57.84 P –0.637 
where E = PM emission limit in lb/million Btu, and P = input heat rate in million Btu/hr. 
At maximum heat capacity of 5,700 million Btu/hr, each unit’s limit is 0.234 lb/million Btu input. 
 

34 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  In accordance with SC Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 1 - Emissions from 
Fuel Burning Operations, Section III - Sulfur Dioxide Emissions, the maximum allowable discharge of 
sulfur dioxide (SO2) resulting from the fuel burning operations is 3.5 pounds per million Btu input. 
 

35 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  These boilers are limited to the following emission rates as allowed by SC 
Regulation 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2).  Each emission limit shall be demonstrated based on a 24-hr block 
total period.  Compliance with these emission limits will demonstrate that the facility is adhering to the 
premises of the permit application related to mass emissions for PSD applicable pollutants.  Reports of 
daily emission rates shall be submitted quarterly. 

Pollutant B01 and B02 Limits Method Monitoring 
PM10 (filterable) 1.09 tons/day, each 

1.64 tons/day, combined 
201 Source test and heat input 

rate 
PM (filterable) 1.36 tons/day, each 

2.05 tons/day, combined 
5, 5B, 17, or 
CEMS 

Source test and heat input 
rate or CEMS 

PM10 (total) 1.64 tons/day, each 
2.46 tons/day, combined 

201, 202 Source test and heat input 
rate 

PM (total) 1.64 tons/day, each 
2.46 tons/day, combined 

5, 5B, 17, 202 Source test and heat input 
rate  

SO2 10.92 tons/day, each 
16.42 tons/day, combined 

CEMS CEMS 

NOX 6.37 tons/day, each 
9.58 tons/day, combined 

CEMS CEMS 

CO 13.64 tons/day, each 
20.52 tons/day, combined 

CEMS CEMS 

VOC 0.22 tons/day, each 
0.33 tons/day, combined 

18, 25 or 25A Source test and heat input 
rate 

Lead 0.0017 tons/day, each 
0.0026 tons/day, combined 

29 Source test and heat input 
rate 

H2SO4 0.455 tons/day, each 
0.684 tons/day, combined 

8 Source test and heat input 
rate 

Fluorides 0.031 tons/day, each 
0.047 tons/day, combined 

13 Source test and heat input 
rate 

 
Emission rates for pollutants not relying on CEMS data shall be determined by using the most recent (or 
initial if the only one) source test result multiplied by the total daily heat input averaged over 24 hours.  
Only the pollutant having a source test result closest to the emission limit must be calculated for each day 
of the reporting period.  The facility shall list the source test results for the other pollutants and include a 
single demonstration of compliance with the associated emission limit.  
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36 

(06 [MT23, MT24, MT25, MT28, MT29, MT30], 07 [CR01])  40CFR60.672(a)  On and after the date on 
which the performance test required to be conducted by §60.8 is completed, no owner or operator subject 
to the provisions of 40CFR60 Subpart OOO shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any 
transfer point on belt conveyors or from any other affected facility any stack emissions which: 
(1) Contain particulate matter in excess of 0.05 g/dscm (0.022 gr/dscf); and 
(2) Exhibit greater than 7 percent opacity. 
 
Initial performance tests required in 40 CFR 60.8 shall be conducted as specified in 40 CFR 60.675.  
Written reports of the results of all performance tests shall be submitted to the Manager of Source 
Evaluation Section, Bureau of Air Quality, as specified in SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section IV. 
 

37 

(06 [MT20, MT21, MT22, MT26, MT27], 08 [MT34, MT35, MT36])  40CFR60.672(b) On and after the 
sixtieth day after achieving the maximum production rate at which the affected facility will be operated, 
but not later than 180 days after initial startup as required under 40CFR60.11, no owner or operator 
subject to the provisions of 40CFR60 Subpart OOO shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere 
from any transfer point on belt conveyors or from any other affected facility any fugitive emissions 
which exhibit greater than 10 percent opacity. 
 
Initial performance tests required in 40 CFR 60.8 shall be conducted as specified in 40 CFR 60.675.  
Written reports of the results of all performance tests shall be submitted to the Manager of Source 
Evaluation Section, Bureau of Air Quality, as specified in SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section IV. 
 

38 

(03 [MT10, MT11, MT12], 05 [CR01])  40CFR60.252(c)  On and after the date on which the 
performance test required to be conducted by 40CFR60.8 is completed, an owner or operator subject to 
the provisions of 40CFR60 Subpart Y shall not cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any coal 
processing and conveying equipment, coal storage system, or coal transfer and loading system processing 
coal, gases which exhibit 20 percent opacity or greater. 
 

39 

(03-10) In accordance with SC Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 4 - Emissions from Process Industries, 
Section IX - Visible Emissions (Where Not Specified Elsewhere), where construction or modification 
began after December 31, 1985, emissions (including fugitive emissions) shall not exhibit an opacity 
greater than 20%. 
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In accordance with SC Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 4 - Emissions from Process Industries, Section 
VIII - Other Manufacturing, particulate matter emissions shall be limited to the rate specified by use of 
the following equations: for process weight rates less than or equal to 30 tons per hour (E = 4.10P0.67) and 
for process weight rates greater than 30 tons per hour (E = 55.0P0.11 - 40) where E = the allowable 
emission rate in pounds per hour and P = process weight rate in tons per hour.  As such, each unit’s 
allowable particulate matter emission limit is limited to the amount shown in the table below at its 
nominal production rating: 
 

Emission 
Unit ID Process Emission 

Limit (lbs/hr) 

Process Weight 
Rate 

(tons/hr) 
03 Coal Material Transfer 

(combined equipment) 76.23 900 

04 Petcoke Material 
Transfer 

(combined equipment) 
76.23 900 

05 Coal-Petcoke Crusher 76.23 900 
06 Limestone Material 

Transfer 
(combined equipment) 

53.55 125 

07 Limestone Crusher 53.55 125 
08 Gypsum Material 

Transfer 
(combined equipment) 

60.50 240 

09 Fly Ash Material 
Transfer 

(combined equipment) 
63.00 300 

     

41 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  These units are subject to SC Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 5.1, Best 
Available Control Technology (BACT)/Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) Applicable to 
Volatile Organic Compounds based on “Net VOC Emissions Increase” exceeding 100 tpy.  BACT for 
these sources is determined to be Good Combustion Practices and a limit of 0.0024 lb/million Btu.  Good 
Combustion Practices shall include operating the boilers to minimize VOC emissions by maintaining 
proper boiler temperature and available excess oxygen for complete combustion. 
 

42 
(ID03-09, 11)  These Material Transfer and Process Systems are subject to all provisions of SC 
Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 7, “Prevention of Significant Deterioration” for PM and PM10. 
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(ID03-11)  The Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for the Material Transfer and Process 
Systems for PM emissions was determined to be the following: 
Emission 
Unit ID Equipment BACT Limit 

03 Coal Material 
Transfer 

Use of baghouses or water 
mist dust eliminators, 

Control of fugitive 
emissions 

6.57 lb/hr, total;  
99% control for sources 
with baghouses or water 

mist dust eliminators 

04 Petcoke Material 
Transfer 

Use of baghouses or water 
mist dust eliminators, 

Control of fugitive 
emissions 

2.51 lb/hr, total;  
99% control for sources 
with baghouses or water 

mist dust eliminators 

05 Coal – Petcoke 
Crusher 

Use of baghouses or water 
mist dust eliminators, 

Control of fugitive 
emissions 

0.59 lb/hr, total;  
99% control for sources 
with baghouses or water 

mist dust eliminators 

06 
Limestone 
Material 
Transfer  

Use of baghouses or water 
mist dust eliminators, 

Control of fugitive 
emissions 

0.84 lb/hr, total;  
99% control for sources 
with baghouses or water 

mist dust eliminators 

07 Limestone 
Crusher 

Use of baghouses or water 
mist dust eliminators, 

Control of fugitive 
emissions 

0.05 lb/hr, total;  
99% control for sources 
with baghouses or water 

mist dust eliminators 

08 
Gypsum 
Material 
Transfer 

Control of fugitive 
emissions 1.30 lb/hr, total 

09 Fly Ash Material 
Transfer 

Use of baghouses or water 
mist dust eliminators, 

Control of fugitive 
emissions 

0.045 lb/hr, total;  
99% control for sources 
with baghouses or water 

mist dust eliminators 

11 Cooling Tower 
(each) 

Use of high efficiency drift 
eliminators (0.0005% drift 

loss) 
0.466 lb/hr 

Control of fugitive emissions may include, but not be limited to, enclosure of transfer points to the extent 
practical, use of wet suppression if appropriate, proper maintenance of equipment, minimizing or 
avoiding if possible transfer of material during windy conditions.  The facility shall submit a fugitive 
emission control Best Management Practices plan to the Department for approval, to include justification 
for any roadways that will not be paved along with methods for controlling fugitive emissions from those 
roadways; justification for any transfer points not enclosed along with methods for controlling fugitive 
emissions from those transfer points; methods for controlling fugitive emissions from storage piles; and 
weather conditions under which materials will not be transferred.  The facility will also be required to 
update the Best Management Practices plan every 5 years or upon any significant change impacting 
fugitive emissions.  The plan shall be maintained on-site and be made available to DHEC personnel as 
requested. 
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(03 [MT03, MT08, MT09, SP03], 04 [SP04, MT14], 06 [MT20, MT21, MT26, MT27, SP01]08 [MT34, 
MT35, MT36, SP02, SP05], 09 [MT31, MT32])  The permittee shall perform a visual inspection on 
uncontrolled sources on a semi-annual basis.  Visual Inspection means a qualitative observation of 
opacity during daylight hours where the inspector records results in a log, noting color, duration, density 
(heavy or light), cause and corrective action taken for any abnormal emissions.  The observer does not 
need to be certified to conduct valid visual inspections.  However, at a minimum, the observer should be 
trained and knowledgeable about the effects on visibility of emissions caused by background contrast, 
ambient lighting, and observer position relative to lighting, wind, and the presence of uncombined water. 
 Logs shall be kept to record all visual inspections, including cause and corrective action taken for any 
abnormal emissions and visual inspections from date of recording.  The owner/operator shall submit 
semiannual reports. 
 

45 

(T04-09 - Ammonia Storage Tanks)  It has been determined that these tanks will be subject to SC 
Regulation 61-62.68, Chemical Accident Prevention Provisions, due to in-process storage or use of a 
regulated substance in quantities above the specified threshold; therefore, the following must be 
completed: 

1. Submittal of a Risk Management Plan (RMP) to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
prior to the date the regulated substance is first present above the threshold quantity in a 
process. 

2. Compliance with the Risk Management Program prior to the date the regulated substance is first 
present above the threshold quantity in a process. 

3. Submittal of subsequent revisions/updates of the RMP in accordance with SC Regulation 61-
62.68.190. 

If it is determined by the implementing agency (or other delegated authority) that additional relevant 
information is needed, this facility will be required to submit the information in a timely manner. 
 

46 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  These sources are subject to SC Regulation 61-62.96 “Nitrogen Oxides (NOX) 
Budget Trading Program,” CAIR, SC Regulation 61-62.60-Subpart – Subpart HHHH “CAMR”, and the 
Acid Rain Program and shall comply with all applicable provisions. 
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(Boilers B01 and B02)  The owners and operators, and to the extent applicable, the NOX authorized 
account representative of a NOX Budget unit, shall comply with the monitoring and reporting 
requirements as provided in Subpart H of SC Regulation 61-62.96 and in Subpart H of 40 CFR 75. For 
purposes of complying with such requirements, the definitions in SC Regulation 61-62.96.2 and in 40 
CFR part 72 section 72.2 shall apply, and the terms “affected unit,” “designated representative,” and 
“continuous emission monitoring system” (or “CEMS”) in 40 CFR 75 shall be replaced by the terms 
“NOX Budget unit,” “NOX authorized account representative,” and “continuous emission monitoring 
system” (or “CEMS”), respectively, as defined in SC Regulation 61-62.96.2. 
 
The NOX authorized account representative shall comply with all record keeping and reporting 
requirements in SC Regulation 61-62.96.72 and with the requirements of SC Regulation 61-62.96.10(e).  
Quarterly reports, as specified in SC Regulation 61-62.96.72(d), shall be sent electronically to EPA or to 
the addresses listed below. 

US EPA, Region 4 
Air Enforcement Branch  
61 Forsyth Street 
Atlanta, GA 30303 

If the NOX authorized account representative for a NOX Budget unit subject to an Acid Rain Emission 
limitation who signed and certified any submission that is made under subpart F or G of 40 CFR part 75 
and which includes data and information required under this subpart or subpart H of 40 CFR part 75 is 
not the same person as the designated representative or the alternative designated representative for the 
unit under 40 CFR part 72, the submission must also be signed by the designated representative or the 
alternative designated representative. 
 
Unless otherwise provided, the owners and operators of the NOX Budget source and each NOX Budget 
unit at the source shall keep on site at the source each of the following documents for a period of 5 years 
from the date the document is created. This period may be extended for cause, at any time prior to the 
end of 5 years, in writing by the Department or the EPA. 

(i) The account certificate of representation for the NOX authorized account representative for the 
source and each NOX Budget unit at the source and all documents that demonstrate the truth of 
the statements in the account certificate of representation, in accordance with Section 96.13; 
provided that the certificate and documents shall be retained on site at the source beyond such 5-
year period until such documents are superseded because of the submission of a new account 
certificate of representation changing the NOX authorized account representative. 

(ii) All emissions monitoring information, in accordance with subpart H of this regulation; provided 
that to the extent that subpart H of this regulation provides for a 3-year period for record 
keeping, the 3-year period shall apply. 

(iii) Copies of all reports, compliance certifications, and other submissions and all records made or 
required under the NOX Budget Trading Program. 

(iv) Copies of all documents used to complete a NOX Budget permit application and any other 
submission under the NOX Budget Trading Program or to demonstrate compliance with the 
requirements of the NOX Budget Trading Program. 
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(Boilers B01 and B02)  These requirements shall be met until the state CAIR is repealed or until CAIR is 
replaced. 
These units are subject to limits, monitoring, record keeping, and reporting as specified in the Clean Air 
Interstate Rule (CAIR) and any related State Implementation Plan rules.  Implementation of NOX 
reductions are required by January 1, 2009, and for SO2 reductions by January 1, 2010.  The facility shall 
submit a CAIR NOX permit application, a CAIR NOX Ozone Season permit application, and a CAIR SO2 
permit application by the dates specified in the regulations for new units.  A CAIR permit shall be issued 
to include each CAIR NOX unit, each CAIR NOX Ozone Season unit, and each CAIR SO2 unit, and 
incorporated into this Title V permit. 
 
The owners and operators, and to the extent applicable, the CAIR designated representative, of each 
CAIR unit shall comply with the monitoring, record keeping, and reporting requirements of the CAIR 
regulations.  Each CAIR NOX unit and each CAIR NOX Ozone Season unit shall also comply with 40 
CFR 75, Subpart H, and each CAIR SO2 unit shall also comply with 40 CFR 75, Subparts F and G.  
Compliance with monitoring system certification requirements for CAIR NOX units, CAIR NOX Ozone 
Season units, and SO2 CAIR units shall be demonstrated by the dates specified in the regulations for new 
units. 
 
The CAIR designated representative shall submit quarterly reports to EPA in electronic format no later 
than 30 days following the end of each reporting quarter.  Data shall include NOX mass emission data, 
SO2 mass emission data, and heat input data for each CAIR unit.  CAIR NOX unit, CAIR NOX Ozone 
Season unit, and CAIR SO2 unit initial reporting shall cover the periods as specified in the regulations for 
new units. 
 

49 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  This is a state-only standard. These requirements will be met until this state 
regulation is repealed. 
These units are subject to limits, monitoring, record keeping, and reporting as specified in SC Reg 61-
62.60 Subpart HHHH – the Clean Air Mercury Rule (CAMR) and any related State Implementation Plan 
rules.  A CAMR permit shall be issued to include each CAMR unit and incorporated into this Title V 
permit. 
 
The facility shall install and maintain either a CEMS or a sorbent trap for continuous measurement of 
mercury emissions.  The owners and operators, and to the extent applicable, the CAMR designated 
representative, of each CAMR unit shall comply with the monitoring, record keeping, and reporting 
requirements of the CAMR regulations.  Each CAMR unit shall continue to comply with applicable parts 
of 40 CFR 72 and 40 CFR 75.  Should the facility desire to use any alternative monitoring system, a 
petition shall be submitted to the Bureau for consideration of approval.  Implementation of emissions 
monitoring and reporting is required by the dates specified in the regulation for new units.  Compliance 
with budget allowances is required by the date specified in the regulation for new units.  The facility 
shall submit a CAMR Hg permit application by the date specified in the regulation for new units. 
 
The CAMR designated representative shall submit quarterly reports to EPA in electronic format no later 
than 30 days following the end of each reporting quarter.  Data shall include hourly and cumulative Hg 
mass emission data, hourly and cumulative heat input (if applicable), and results of required QA tests.  
CAMR unit initial reporting shall cover the period as specified in the regulation for new units.  The 
CAMR designated representative shall submit compliance reports semi-annually. 
 
Should there be changes to this regulation prior to the applicability dates that change or add to the above 
requirements, the facility shall request a modification to this permit to incorporate such changes. 
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(Boilers B01 and B02)  These sources are subject to 40 CFR 64, Compliance Assurance Monitoring and 
shall comply with all applicable provisions. 
 
Unless exempted from these requirements as specified in condition 51, to meet the requirements of 40 
CFR 64 for Emission Units No. 01 and 02 (Boilers 01 and 02), the indicator for PM will be opacity.  The 
owner/operator shall install, continue to operate, and maintain a COMS in the exhaust gas stack location 
as the measurement approach.  COMS shall be used to provide assurance of compliance with applicable 
requirement that has subjected the facility to CAM. 
  
 The operational ranges for the opacity, with supporting documentation and quality assurance procedures, 
shall be submitted to the Bureau for approval within 180 days of the startup date of these new sources.  
At that time an excursion for monitoring parameters shall also be defined.  These operational ranges for 
the monitored parameters shall be derived from data which demonstrates a reasonable assurance of 
compliance. Process and capture system operational parameters shall be monitored during the stack tests 
and operational ranges or inspection and maintenance activities shall be developed for these parameters 
to reflect proper operation and maintenance of the control device and capture system.  Testing must be 
conducted in accordance with SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section IV, Source Tests.  The owner or operator 
shall coordinate with the Source Evaluation Section of this Bureau, and the test must be performed 
according to a protocol approved by this Department. The Bureau shall be notified not less than two (2) 
weeks before the initiation of the test and the final test report must be submitted no later than 30 days 
after completion of on-site testing. 
 
The operational range, exceedance and excursion information shall be incorporated into the facility’s Part 
70 (Title V) Operating Permit once all appropriate testing has been completed and the test results have 
been approved by the Bureau.  Such incorporation will represent a minor modification to the permit.  The 
facility shall provide all relevant information for this modification, including a listing of the exact 
changes needed to the existing Title V permit as required by Part 70 regulations.  The facility shall 
update their CAM plan with this information as appropriate. 
 

51 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  These sources shall be exempted from 40 CFR 64, Compliance Assurance 
Monitoring, for PM, SO2 and NOX if the facility requests the CEMS for these pollutants be designated as 
continuous compliance demonstration monitoring (CCDM).  If CCDM status is not requested or granted, 
the facility shall submit CAM plans for these pollutants within 180 days of startup of these new sources. 
 

52 

The emergency generators and fire pump (D01, D02, and F01) have been determined to be exempt from 
construction permitting requirements in accordance with South Carolina Regulation 61-62.1 Section 
II.F.2.e and as such are listed as exempt sources in this permit.  The emergency generators shall still 
comply with the requirements of all applicable regulations including but not limited to the following 
items (1) and (2).  The fire pump shall still comply with the requirements of all applicable regulations 
including but not limited to the following item (1): 
 

(1) New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) 40 CFR 60 Subparts A (General Provisions) and 
IIII (Stationary Compression Ignition Internal Combustion Engines) 

 
(2) National Emission Standards For Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) 40 CFR 63 Subparts A 

(General Provisions) and ZZZZ (Stationary Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines) 
 
Based on the fire pump being less than 500 HP, it is not an affected source for 40 CFR 63 Subpart ZZZZ. 
 

53 

(D01 and D02)  These generators have been defined as emergency generators, in accordance with 40 
CFR 63 Subpart ZZZZ. Therefore, they do not have to meet the requirements of the subpart or of Subpart 
A of 40 CFR 63 except for the initial notification requirements of 40 CFR 63.6645(d). 
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(Boilers B01 and B02)  The owner/operator shall install equipment associated with these boilers in a 
manner that should future specific controls for mercury be required, the installed equipment will 
accommodate the anticipated space necessary for the future mercury controls. 
 

55 

The cooling towers shall meet the PM BACT requirement to operate with a drift loss of 0.0005%.  The 
drift eliminators shall be maintained and operated to ensure the emission units are in compliance with 
applicable requirements and in accordance with manufacturer’s specifications and/or standard operating 
practices.  The permittee shall conduct an initial performance test based on Cooling Technology Institute 
(CTI) Acceptance Test Code (ATC) # 140 to verify drift percent achieved by the drift eliminator.  The 
permittee shall monitor total dissolved solids content of the circulating water on a monthly basis.  
Compliance with the lbs/hr emission limitation shall be demonstrated by multiplying the drift loss factor 
of 0.0005% multiplied by the water circulated in the cooling cells (gallons per hour) then multiplied by 
the TDS concentration (mg/L) and then converted from milligrams per minute to pounds per hour. 
Compliance with the annual emission limitation shall be determined by multiplying the hourly emission 
rate by 8,760 hours and dividing by 2,000 lbs/ton.  If requested by the Bureau, the permittee shall submit 
a testing proposal which will demonstrate that the maximum drift loss does not exceed 0.0005%. 
 

56 

To demonstrate adherence to efficient combustion and emission control practices, the facility shall install 
and operate carbon monoxide (CO) CEMS on each boiler system.  These CEMS shall be operated 
according to established and approved QA/QC practices and data shall be summarized to provide 30-day 
rolling averages.  These averages shall be maintained on site and submitted to the Bureau on a quarterly 
basis with any averages that exceed the BACT emission limits noted and explained. 
 

57 

If construction does not commence on the PSD affected source within 18 months after the effective date 
of a permit pursuant to the PSD regulations, or if construction is discontinued for a period of 18 months 
or more, or if construction is not completed within a reasonable time, as determined by the Bureau, the 
owner/operator may be required to re-evaluate its BACT analysis. 
 

58 

This permit contains emission limits based on the current attainment status of the area and consistent with 
other State and Federal requirements. Prior to the start of operation, should the area be designated non-
attainment for ozone or PM (PM10 or PM2.5), or if the Department determines that further reductions at 
the proposed site may be needed to prevent a possible non-attainment designation, the Department may 
reopen this permit and the current emissions limits may be revised to address attainment of these 
standards.  The owner or operator is advised to take appropriate steps to assure that operations and/or 
control devices permitted herein can be readily modified, added to, or retrofitted. 
 

59 

(ID01-02)  The owner/operator shall maintain daily monitoring of the petcoke blend ratio.  This blend 
shall not exceed 30% by weight petcoke.  When using petcoke, the petcoke blend ratio shall be 
calculated daily by measuring the weight of the petcoke burned as well as the weight of the entire 
coal/petcoke mixture.  Records of daily petcoke blend ratios shall be submitted quarterly. 
 

60 

This facility has requested that the use of baghouses for controlling particulate matter emissions from 
material handling equipment as specified in the initial application be changed to allow use of either 
baghouses or functionally equivalent water mist dust eliminators.  The Bureau will allow the use of 
functionally equivalent water mist dust eliminators instead of baghouses.  This approval is contingent on 
the facility submitting detailed water mist dust eliminator information and getting written approval from 
the Bureau verifying equivalency before installing any water mist dust eliminator. 
 

61 

(D01, D02, and F01)  The type of fuel used in these emergency generators shall be limited to ultra low 
sulfur fuel oil (containing a maximum of 0.0015% sulfur) if it is commercially available, otherwise use of 
fuel oil containing 0.05% or less sulfur will be acceptable. 
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In addition to any other provision of this permit, the Department retains the authority to reopen and 
revise this permit to incorporate additional requirements related to carbon dioxide and other greenhouse 
gas emissions as necessary to comply with state or federal statutes or rules. 
 

Case-by-Case MACT Requirements 

63 

The owner/operator shall comply with 40 CFR 63, National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants (NESHAP) for Source Categories, Subparts A (General Provisions) and B (Requirements for 
Control Technology Determinations for Major Sources in Accordance with Clean Air Act Sections, 
Sections 112(g) and 112(j)) and SC 61-62.63, Subparts A and B, as applicable. 
 

64 

All provisions contained in this final Notice of MACT Approval (NOMA), as contained in this permit, 
shall be federally enforceable upon the effective date of issuance of such notice, as provided by SC 
Regulation 61-63.43(j). [SC Regulation 61-63.43(g)(3)] 
 

65 

The case-by-case MACT requirements apply to two nominal 5,700 million Btu/hr (660 MW gross 
output) pulverized coal fired boilers to be located at the proposed site described as the Pee Dee 
Generating Station located at 2651 Old South River Road, Pamplico, SC. 
 

66 

The following controls shall be installed and operated on each of the two boilers. (a) Fabric Filters (FF) 
for control of PM10, Mercury, and Non-mercury Metal HAPs.  (b) Flue Gas Desulfurization (FGD) for 
control of SO2, Mercury, and Acid Gas HAPs.  (c) Low NOx Burners (LNB), Separated Overfire Air 
(SOFA), and Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) for control of Mercury.  During operation of these 
boilers, all control devices shall be operated consistent with the technological limitations, manufacturer’s 
specifications, and good engineering and maintenance practices for the control devices. 
 

67 

These boilers are permitted to burn bituminous coal, or bituminous coal with petcoke blended up to 30% 
by composite weight (i.e., 30% petcoke and 70% coal) as fuel. Ultra low sulfur fuel oil (or fuel oil No. 2 
containing 0.05% or less sulfur if ultra low sulfur fuel oil is not commercially available) and natural gas 
may be used for initial firing of each boiler during startup in addition to periods requiring flame 
stabilization. The use of any other substances as fuel is prohibited without prior written approval from the 
Department. 
 

68 
All official correspondence, plans, application forms, and written statements are an integral part of this 
permit. 
 

69 

The owner/operator shall submit written notification to the Director of the Engineering Services Division 
of the date construction is commenced, postmarked no later than 30 days after such date, and written 
notification of the actual date of initial startup of each new or altered source, postmarked within 15 days 
after such date. 
 

70 
The owner or operator shall comply with all terms, conditions, and limitations of this case-by case 
MACT determination, as contained in this permit.. 
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Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.43(g) and SC Regulation 61-63.43(g)(1), MACT determination, the permittee 
shall comply with the following emissions limitations for HAP emissions: 
 

EMISSION LIMITATIONS (TABLE 2) 
Pollutant Emission limit (Each Boiler) Averaging Period 
Filterable PM10 (as a surrogate 
for 
Non-Mercury Metal HAPs) 

0.012 lb/million Btu 30-day 
 

SO2 (as a surrogate for Acid 
Gases) 

0.12 lb/million BTU 30-day 
 

CO (as a surrogate for Organic 
HAPs) 

0.15 lb/million Btu 30-day 
 

Mercury 8.0E-06 lbs/MWh 
46.3 lbs/yr 

12 month rolling average 

  

72 
The owner/operator must be in compliance with the emissions limitations in Table 2, including operating 
limits, at all times, except during periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction. 
 

73 
The owner/operator must always operate and maintain each boiler, including air pollution control and 
monitoring equipment, according to the provisions in 40 CFR 63.6(e)(1)(i). 
 

74 

The owner/operator must develop a written startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan, as outlined in 40 
CFR 63.6(e)(3), that describes, in detail, procedures for operating and maintaining each boiler during 
periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction; and a program of corrective action for malfunctioning 
process, air pollution control, and monitoring equipment used to comply with the emission limitations in 
Table 2. The startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan does not need to address any scenario that would 
not cause either boiler to exceed an emission limitation. This plan must be developed by the 
owner/operator by startup. During periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction, the owner/operator 
must operate each boiler in accordance with the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan. 
 

75 

Consistent with 63.6(e) and 63.7(e)(1), deviations that occur during a period of startup, shutdown, or 
malfunction are not violations if the owner/operator demonstrate to the Administrator's satisfaction that 
the owner/operator was operating in accordance with the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan. The 
Administrator will determine whether deviations that occur during a period of startup, shutdown, or 
malfunction are violations, according to the provisions in 40 CFR 63.6(e). 
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In order to demonstrate initial compliance with the emissions limitations in Table 2, the owner/operator 
must conduct performance tests, set operating limits, and conduct monitoring equipment performance 
evaluations within 60 days after achieving the maximum production rate at which the facility will be 
operated, but not later than 180 days after initial startup. 
 

INITIAL COMPLIANCE REQUIREMENTS (Table 3) 
Pollutant Emission Limit (Each Boiler) Method 
Filterable PM10 (as a surrogate 
for 
Non-Mercury Metal HAPs) 

0.012 lb/million Btu 
 

As Approved by the Bureau 
 

SO2 (as a surrogate for Acid 
Gases) 

0.12 lb/million BTU 
 

As Approved by the Bureau 

CO (as a surrogate for Organic 
HAPs) 

0.15 lb/million Btu 
 

As Approved by the Bureau 

Mercury (Hg) 
 

8.0E-06 lbs/MWh 
46.3 lbs/yr 

As Approved by the Bureau 

Hydrogen Chloride (HCl) 2.72E-03lb/million Btu As Approved by the Bureau 
Hydrogen Fluoride (HF) 3.40E-04lb/million Btu As Approved by the Bureau 

  

77 

The owner/operator shall conduct each performance test listed in Table 3 in accordance with paragraphs 
(a) through (d). 
 (a) The owner/operator must conduct each performance test according to 40 CFR 63 Section 63.7 

and SC Regulation 61-62.1 Section IV – Source Tests. 
 (b) The owner/operator may not conduct performance tests during periods of startup, shutdown, or 

malfunction. 
 (c) The owner/operator must conduct each performance test at representative performance (i.e., 

performance based on normal operating conditions) and must demonstrate initial compliance 
based on this test. 

 (d) Notification of intent to source test, submittal of site-specific test plans, performance of source 
tests, and the reporting of source test results shall comply with 40 CFR 63 Section 63.7, 63.10 
and with South Carolina Regulation 61-62.1, Section IV, Source Tests. The owner/operator 
shall submit a site specific test plan at least 60 calendar days before the performance test is 
scheduled to take place.  The Department must be notified at least two weeks prior to a source 
test so that a Department representative may be present. 

 

78 

Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.43 (g)(2)(ii) and SC Regulation 61-63.43(g)(2), the owner/operator shall conduct 
the following monitoring to assure continuous compliance with the applicable emission limitations in 
Table 2: 
 

CONTINUOUS COMPLIANCE REQUIREMENTS (Table 4) 
Pollutant Monitoring (Each Boiler) 
Filterable PM10 (as a surrogate for Non- 
Mercury Metal HAPS) 

 
PM CEMS 

SO2 (as a surrogate for Acid Gases) CEMS 
CO (as a surrogate for Organic HAPS) CEMS 
Mercury CEMS 
Hydrogen Chloride (HCl) Annual Source Test 
Hydrogen Fluoride (HF) Annual Source Test 

  

79 All source tests shall be conducted in accordance with 40 CFR 63.7 and SC Regulation 61- 62.1, Section 
IV, Source Tests and as required in the “Initial Compliance Requirements” section of this permit. 

80 
The owner/operator shall install, operate, and maintain continuous emissions monitor systems (CEMS) 
for monitoring and reporting of emissions of PM, CO and mercury. 
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The owner/operator must install, operate, and maintain each CEMS according to the requirements in 40 
CFR 63.8 and in paragraphs (a) through (f) of this section. 
 (a) Install, operate, and maintain each CEMS according to 40 CFR 63.8(c) and the appropriate 

Performance Specification in 40 CFR 60, appendix B. 
 (b) Conduct a performance evaluation of each CEMS according to the requirements of 40 CFR 63.8 

and the appropriate Performance Specification in 40 CFR 60, appendix B. 
 (c) As specified in 63.8(c)(4)(ii), each CEMS must complete a minimum of one cycle of operation 

(sampling, analyzing, and data recording) for each successive 15-minute period. 
 (d) Reduce CEMS data as specified in 40 CFR 63.8(g)(2). 
 (e) Record the results of each inspection, calibration, and validation check. 
 (f) Except for monitor malfunctions, associated repairs, and required quality assurance or control 

activities (including, as applicable, calibration checks and required zero and span adjustments), 
the owner/operator must monitor continuously (or collect data at all required intervals) at all 
times that the affected source is operating. 

 

82 

To demonstrate continuous compliance with the SO2 and CO emission limitations in Table 2, the 
owner/operator must utilize the CEMS data to calculate and record a 30-day rolling average emission rate 
on a daily basis. A new 30-day rolling average emission rate is calculated as the average of all of the 
hourly SO2 and CO emission data for the preceding 30 operating days. For purposes of calculating data 
averages, data recorded during periods of monitoring malfunctions, associated repairs, out-of control 
periods, required quality assurance or control activities must not be used. All the data collected during all 
other periods in assessing compliance must be used. Any period for which the monitoring system is out 
of control and data are not available for required calculations constitutes a deviation from the monitoring 
requirements. 
 

83 
For the mercury CEMS, the owner/operator must develop and submit to the Department for approval a 
unit specific monitoring plan. 
 

84 

To demonstrate continuous compliance with the mercury emission limitations in Table 2, the 
owner/operator shall install, calibrate and maintain a continuous emission monitoring system. 
Compliance with the mercury emission limitations shall be based on the total mercury emissions from 
each boiler and total gross MWh from each boiler during the compliance period.  The owner/operator 
shall calculate the mercury emission rate in lb/MWh for each calendar month of the year using hourly 
mercury concentrations measured by the CEMS and hourly gross electrical outputs. Compliance with the 
lb/MWh mercury emission limits shall be determined on a 12-month rolling average basis.  Compliance 
with the lb/yr mercury emission limit shall be determined on a 12-month rolling sum basis. 
 

85 

A monitoring malfunction is any sudden, infrequent, not reasonably preventable failure of the monitoring 
system to provide valid data. Monitoring failures that are caused in part by poor maintenance or careless 
operation are not malfunctions. Any period for which the monitoring system is out-of-control and data 
are not available for required calculations constitutes a deviation from the monitoring requirements. 
 

86 
To demonstrate continuous compliance with the filterable PM10, HCl and HF emission limitations in 
Table 2, the owner/operator must conduct annual performance tests for filterable PM10, HCl, HF. 
 

87 

The owner/operator must submit all of the notifications in 40 CFR 63.6(h)(4) and 63.6(h)(5), 63.7(b) and 
63.7(c), 63.8(e), 63.8(f)(4) and 63.8(f)(6), and 63.9(b) through (h) that apply to the owner/operator by the 
dates specified. 
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88 

The owner/operator must submit a Notification of Compliance Status report according to 40 CFR 
63.9(h)(2)(ii) and the requirements specified in paragraphs (a) through (c) of this section. 
 (a) For each initial compliance demonstration, the owner/operator must submit the Notification of 

Compliance Status report, including all performance test results, before the close of business on 
the 60th day following the completion of the performance test and/or other initial compliance 
demonstrations according to 40 CFR 63.10(d)(2). 

 (b) The Notification of Compliance Status report must contain all the information specified in 
paragraphs (i) through (iv) of this section, as applicable. 

 (i) A description of the affected source(s) including identification of which subcategory 
the source is in, the capacity of the source, a description of the add-on controls used on 
the source description of the fuel(s) burned, and justification for the worst-case fuel 
burned during the performance test. 

 (ii) Summary of the results of all performance tests, fuel analyses, and calculations 
conducted to demonstrate initial compliance including all established operating limits. 

 (iii) A signed certification that the owner/operator has met all emissions limitations. 
 (iv) If had a deviation from any emission limitation, the owner/operator must also submit a 

description of the deviation, the duration of the deviation, and the corrective action 
taken in the Notification of Compliance Status report. 

 

89 The owner/operator shall submit notification for the CEMS as required by 40 CFR 63 Subpart A. 
 

90 The owner/operator shall keep records as required by 40 CFR 63 Subpart A. 
 

91 

The owner/operator must keep records according to paragraphs (a) through (c) of this section. 
 (a) A copy of each notification and report that the owner/operator submitted to comply with this 

subpart, including all documentation supporting any Initial Notification or Notification of 
Compliance Status or semiannual compliance report that the owner/operator submitted, 
according to the requirements in 40 CFR 63.10(b)(2)(xiv). 

 (b) The records in 40 CFR 63.6(e)(3)(iii) through (v) related to startup, shutdown, and malfunction. 
 (c) Records of performance tests or other compliance demonstrations and performance evaluations 

as required in 40 CFR 63.10(b)(2)(viii). 
 

92 

For each monitoring system required by this subpart, the owner/operator must keep records according to 
paragraphs (a) through (c) of this section. 
 (a) Records described in 40 CFR 63.10(b)(2)(vi) through (xi). 
 (b) Previous (i.e., superseded) versions of the performance evaluation plan as required in 40 CFR 

63.8(d)(3). 
 (c) Records of the date and time that each deviation started and stopped, and whether the deviation 

occurred during a period of startup, shutdown, or malfunction or during another period. 
 

93 
The owner/operator records must be in a form suitable and readily available for expeditious review, 
according to 40 CFR 63.10(b)(1). 
 

94 
As specified in 40 CFR 63.10(b)(1), the owner/operator must keep each record for 5 years following the 
date of each occurrence, measurement, maintenance, corrective action, report, or record. 
 

95 

The owner/operator must keep each record on site for at least 2 years after the date of each occurrence, 
measurement, maintenance, corrective action, report, or record, according to 40 CFR 63.1(b)(1). The 
owner/operator can keep the records offsite for the remaining 3 years. 
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96 

The owner/operator shall maintain on file all measurements including continuous monitoring system or 
monitoring device performance measurements; all continuous monitoring system performance 
evaluations; all continuous monitoring system or monitoring device calibration checks; adjustments and 
maintenance performed on these systems or devices; and all other information required in a permanent 
form. 
 

97 The owner/operator shall submit reports as required by 40 CFR 63 Subpart A. 
 

98 

The owner/operator must submit a semiannual compliance report to the Department according to the 
requirements in paragraphs (a) through (d) of this section. 
 (a) The first compliance report must cover the period beginning at startup and ending on June 30 or 

December 31, and lasting at least 6 months, but less than 12 months. 
 (b) The first compliance report must be postmarked or delivered no later than July 31 or January 31, 

whichever date comes first after the first compliance report is due. 
 (c) Each subsequent compliance report must cover the semiannual reporting period from January 1 

through June 30 or the semiannual reporting period from July 1 through December 31. 
 (d) Each subsequent compliance report must be postmarked or delivered no later than July 31 or 

January 31, whichever date comes first after the end of the semiannual reporting period. 
 

99 

The compliance report must contain the information required in paragraphs (a) through (e) and, as 
applicable, paragraphs (f) through (h). 
 (a) Company name and address. 
 (b) Statement by a responsible official with that official's name, title, and signature, certifying the 

truth, accuracy, and completeness of the content of the report. 
 (c) Date of report and beginning and ending dates of the reporting period. 
 (d) A summary of the results of the annual performance tests and documentation of any operating 

limits that were reestablished during this test, if applicable. 
 (e) If the owner/operator had a startup, shutdown, or malfunction during the reporting period and 

the owner/operator took actions consistent with the SSMP, the compliance report must include 
the information in 40 CFR 63.10(d)(5)(i). 

 (f) If there are no deviations from any of the emission limitations or operating limits, a statement 
that there were no deviations from the emissions limitations during the reporting period. A 
deviation occurs when monitoring data shows exceedance of 112(g) requirements. 

 (g) If there were no periods during which a CEMS was out-of-control as specified in 63.8(c)(7), a 
statement that there were no periods during which the CMS were out-of-control during the 
reporting period. 

 (h) For each deviation from an emissions limitation, the owner/operator must include the 
information in (i) through (xi). This includes periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction. 

 (i) The date and time that each malfunction started and stopped and description of the 
nature of the deviation. 

 (ii) The date and time that each CEMS was inoperative, except for zero (lowlevel) and 
high-level checks. 

 (iii) The date, time, and duration that each CEMS was out-of-control, including the 
information in 40 CFR 63.8(c)(8). 

 (iv) The date and time that each deviation started and stopped, and whether each deviation 
occurred during a period of startup, shutdown, or malfunction or during another period. 

 (v) A summary of the total duration of the deviation during the reporting period and the 
total duration as a percent of the total source operating time during that reporting period. 

 (vi) A breakdown of the total duration of the deviations during the reporting period into 
those that are due to startup, shutdown, control equipment problems, process problems, 
other known causes, and other unknown causes. 

 (vii) A summary of the total duration of CEMS downtime during the reporting period and the 
total duration of CEMS downtime as a percent of the total source operating time during 
that reporting period. 

 (viii) A brief description of the source for which there was a deviation.  
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 (ix) A brief description of each CEMS for which there was a deviation. 
 (x) The date of the latest CEMS certification or audit for the system for which there was a 

deviation. 
 (xi) A description of any changes in CEMS, processes, or controls since the last reporting 

period for the source for which there was a deviation. 
 

100 

If an action taken by the owner/operator during a startup, shutdown, or malfunction (including an action 
taken to correct a malfunction) is not consistent with the procedures specified in boilers’ startup, 
shutdown, and malfunction plan, and either boiler exceeds any emission limitation in Table 2, then the 
owner/operator must record the actions taken for that event and must report such actions within 2 
working days after commencing actions inconsistent with the plan, followed by a letter within 7 working 
days after the end of the event, in accordance with 40 CFR 63.10(d)(5) (unless the owner/operator makes 
alternative reporting arrangements, in advance, with the Department). 
 

101 

In addition to complying with this MACT determination, the owner/operator shall comply with the 
electric utility MACT Standard upon promulgation, within the timeframes allowed by 40 CFR 63, 
Subpart B and SC 61-62.63, Subpart B. 
 

102 

The owner/operator shall install equipment associated with the boilers in a manner that should future 
specific controls for mercury be required, the installed equipment will accommodate the anticipated 
space necessary for the future mercury controls. 
 

103 

(Boilers B01 and B02) The owner/operator shall comply with the most stringent hazardous air pollutant 
(or surrogate) emission limits established through the Notice of MACT Approval and any state or federal 
statutes or rules.  The Department retains the authority to reopen and revise this permit to incorporate 
additional requirements related to air toxics emissions as necessary to comply with state or federal 
statutes or rules. 
 

104 

In addition to installing, operating and maintaining a continuous emissions monitor systems (CEMS) for 
monitoring and reporting of emissions of mercury, the facility shall install, maintain and operate an 
ambient mercury monitoring station and associated meteorological station.  The facility shall submit a 
mercury monitoring plan for review and approval to the Department within 180 days of start of 
construction. 
 



Condition
Number
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Conditions

Santee Cooper shall conduct a sorbent injection mercury control trial study on the first pulverized coal
combustion unit to become operational. The purpose of the study will be to assess the following: (1)
whether sorbent injection (to include activated carbon injection) in combination with co-benefit controls
(SCR + FF + FGD) can produce mercury emission reductions greater than what is achieved with co
benefit controls alone and how much of an improvement in mercury reduction (if any) can be achieved;
and (2) whether a non-carbon sorbent injection method can be found that will avoid the potential problem
offlyash contamination from carbon-based sorbent injection that might require landfilling offlyash and
prevent selling of flyash for commercial use. In addition to investigation of a non-carbon sorbeDt
injection method for avoidance offlyash contamination, Santee Cooper shall have the option of including
in the trial study a feasibility assessment of flyash beneficiation methods that might serve to enhance
flyash commercial use with carbon-based sorbent injection in use. Such beneficiation methods might
include carbon burnout technology.

The mercury control trial study shall be conducted over a six-month period (but not necessarily
continuously for six months) to account for the effect of variability in coal mercury content over a
prolonged period oftime. The study should include operation with and without petcoke combustion to
assess the effect of petcoke combustion on mercury emissions.

A plan forthe mercury control trial study shall be submitted to the Department for approval no later than
six months before the first pulverized coal combustion unit is expected to begin commercial operation.
The plan shall include the date by which Santee Cooper proposes to begin the trial study.

A report providing results ofthe mercury control trial study shall be submitted to the Department within
60 days from the conclusion of the study. The report shall include information on the cost of mercury
control as indicated from actual costs incurred during the performance of the trial study.

E. EXEMPT SOURCES

EQuiD ID ExemDt Source DescriDtion Basis
DOl Emergency Generator SC Reg 61-61.1, Section I1.F.2.e

D02 Emergency Generator SC Reg 61-61.1, Section I1.F.2.e

FOI Emergency Fire Pump SC Reg 61-61.1. Section 1l.F.2.e

T01-T03,
Tl O-Tl 6, (11) Oil Storage Tanks SC Reg 61-62.1, Section I1.B.2.h

T28
T04-T09 (6) Anhvdrous Ammonia Storage Tanks SC Reg 61-62.1, Section I1.B.2.h

Tl7-T20 (4) Sulfuric Acid Storage Tanks SC Reg 61-62.1, Section I1.B.2.h
T21-T22 (2) Sodium Hydroxide Storage Tanks SC Reg 61-62.1, Section I1.B.2.h
T-23-T26 (4) Hypochlorite Storage Tanks SC Reg 61-62.1, Section 1l.B.2.h

T27 (1) Organic Acid Storage Tank SC Reg 61-62.1, Section I1.B.2.h

T29 (1) Gasoline Storage Tank SC Reg 61-62.1, Section 11.B.2.h
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STANDARD NO. 2 - MODELED NAAQS EMISSION RATES (LBS/HR) 
SOURCE IDENTIFICATION TSP PM10 SO2

1 NOX CO 
POINT SOURCES 

B01 102.38 102.38 684.00 399.00 912.00

B02 102.38 102.38 684.00 399.00 912.00

CR01 0.585 0.225 -- -- -- 

CR02 0.049 0.019 -- -- -- 

CT01A 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01B 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01C 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01D 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01E 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01F 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01G 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01H 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01I 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01J 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01K 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01L 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02A 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02B 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02C 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02D 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02E 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02F 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02G 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02H 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02I 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02J 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02K 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02L 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

MT01 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

MT02 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 
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MT04 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

MT05 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

MT10 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

MT11 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

MT15 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

MT16 0.011 0.005 -- -- -- 

MT17 0.011 0.005 -- -- -- 

MT18 0.011 0.005 -- -- -- 

MT19 0.011 0.005 -- -- -- 

MT23 0.001 0.001 -- -- -- 

MT24 0.001 0.001 -- -- -- 

MT25 0.001 0.001 -- -- -- 

MT28 0.001 0.001 -- -- -- 

MT29 0.001 0.001 -- -- -- 

MT30 0.001 0.001 -- -- -- 

MT33 0.001 0.001 -- -- -- 

S01 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S02 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S03 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S04 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S05 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S06 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S07 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S08 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S09 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S10 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S11 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S12 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

POINT SOURCE TOTALS 215.104 214.519 1368 798 1891 

VOLUME SOURCES 

MT03 1.738 0.817 -- -- -- 

MT08 1.738 0.817 -- -- -- 

MT09 1.738 0.817 -- -- -- 
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MT14 1.738 0.817 -- -- -- 

MT20 0.132 0.062 -- -- -- 

MT21 0.132 0.062 -- -- -- 

MT22 0.132 0.062 -- -- -- 

MT26 0.132 0.062 -- -- -- 

MT27 0.132 0.062 -- -- -- 

MT34 0.254 0.120 -- -- -- 

MT35 0.254 0.120 -- -- -- 

MT36 0.254 0.120 -- -- -- 

SP01 0.178 0.106 -- -- -- 

SP02 0.272 0.163 -- -- -- 

SP03 1.056 0.632 -- -- -- 

SP04 0.758 0.455 -- -- -- 

SP05 0.272 0.163 -- -- -- 

VOLUME SOURCE TOTALS 10.91 5.457 -- -- -- 

FACILITY TOTALS 226.0 220.0 1368 798 1824 
1) SO2-3hr concentrations are based on an emission rate double that of the other periods. B01 = 1368 lb/hr and B02 
= 1368 lb/hr, for a facility total of 2736lb/hr.  This was in response to an EPA comment concerning a possible 3-hr 
emission limit. 
 

STANDARD NO. 2 - MODELED NAAQS EMISSION RATES (LBS/HR) 
SOURCE IDENTIFICATION HF LEAD 

B01 1.94 0.11 

B02 1.94 0.11 

Facility Totals 3.88 0.22 
 

STANDARD NO. 7 - MODELED PSD CLASS II INCREMENT EMISSION RATES 
(LBS/HR) 

Minor Source Baseline Date(s) 
9/28/78 9/28/78 N/A STACK ID 
PM10  SO2 (2) NOX

(1) 

POINT SOURCES 

B01 102.38 684.00 399.00 

B02 102.38 684.00 399.00 

CR01 0.225 -- -- 

CR02 0.019 -- -- 

CT01A 0.389 -- -- 
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CT01B 0.389 -- -- 

CT01C 0.389 -- -- 

CT01D 0.389 -- -- 

CT01E 0.389 -- -- 

CT01F 0.389 -- -- 

CT01G 0.389 -- -- 

CT01H 0.389 -- -- 

CT01I 0.389 -- -- 

CT01J 0.389 -- -- 

CT01K 0.389 -- -- 

CT01L 0.389 -- -- 

CT02A 0.389 -- -- 

CT02B 0.389 -- -- 

CT02C 0.389 -- -- 

CT02D 0.389 -- -- 

CT02E 0.389 -- -- 

CT02F 0.389 -- -- 

CT02G 0.389 -- -- 

CT02H 0.389 -- -- 

CT02I 0.389 -- -- 

CT02J 0.389 -- -- 

CT02K 0.389 -- -- 

CT02L 0.389 -- -- 

MT01 0.008 -- -- 

MT02 0.008 -- -- 

MT04 0.008 -- -- 

MT05 0.008 -- -- 

MT10 0.008 -- -- 

MT11 0.008 -- -- 

MT15 0.008 -- -- 

MT16 0.005 -- -- 

MT17 0.005 -- -- 

MT18 0.005 -- -- 
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MT19 0.005 -- -- 

MT23 0.001 -- -- 

MT24 0.001 -- -- 

MT25 0.001 -- -- 

MT28 0.001 -- -- 

MT29 0.001 -- -- 

MT30 0.001 -- -- 

MT33 0.001 -- -- 

S01 0.008 -- -- 

S02 0.008 -- -- 

S03 0.008 -- -- 

S04 0.008 -- -- 

S05 0.008 -- -- 

S06 0.008 -- -- 

S07 0.008 -- -- 

S08 0.008 -- -- 

S09 0.008 -- -- 

S10 0.008 -- -- 

S11 0.008 -- -- 

S12 0.008 -- -- 

POINT SOURCE TOTALS 214.5 1368 798 

VOLUME SOURCES 

MT03 0.817 -- -- 

MT08 0.817 -- -- 

MT09 0.817 -- -- 

MT14 0.817 -- -- 

MT20 0.062 -- -- 

MT21 0.062 -- -- 

MT22 0.062 -- -- 

MT26 0.062 -- -- 

MT27 0.062 -- -- 

MT34 0.120 -- -- 

MT35 0.120 -- -- 
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MT36 0.120 -- -- 

SP01 0.106 -- -- 

SP02 0.163 -- -- 

SP03 0.632 -- -- 

SP04 0.455 -- -- 

SP05 0.163 -- -- 

VOLUME SOURCE TOTALS 5.457 -- -- 

FACILITY TOTALS 220.0 1368 798 

1) There is no MSBD for NOX in Florence county at this time. This project sets the MSBD. 
2)  SO2-3hr concentrations are based on an emission rate double that of the other periods. B01 = 1368 lb/hr and B02 
= 1368 lb/hr, for a facility total of 2736lb/hr.  This was in response to an EPA comment concerning a possible 3-hr 
emission limit. 
 
 

STACK ID DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION 

STACK ID SOURCE DESCRIPTION 
DATE 

INSTALLED 
(MODIFIED) 

STATUS  

 Emergency Generator No. 1 TBD Exempted  

 Emergency Generator No. 2 TBD Exempted  

 Fire Pump TBD Exempted  

B01 Boiler No. 1 – 5700 MMBtu/hr Coal 
fired 

TBD   

B02 Boiler No. 2 – 5700 MMBtu/hr Coal 
fired 

TBD   

CR01 Coal – Petcoke Crusher TBD   

CR02 Limestone Crusher TBD   
CT01A-L & 
CT02A-L Cooling Towers TBD   

MT01 Railcar Unloading TBD   

MT02 Conveyor Transfer to 
Stacker/Reclaim 

TBD   

MT03 Emergency Stockout drop to Pile TBD   

MT04 Transfer Tower Conveyor TBD   

MT05 Emergency Reclaim TBD   

MT08 Stacker/Reclaimer Stockout TBD   

MT09 Stacker/Reclaimer Reclaim TBD   

MT10 Conveyor to Crusher Tower TBD   

MT11 Conveyor to Transfer Tower TBD   

MT14 Hopper Loading TBD   
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MT15 Conveyor Transfer TBD   

MT16 Fly Ash - Truck loadout 1 TBD   

MT17 Fly Ash - Truck loadout 2 TBD   

MT18 Fly Ash - Silo 1 TBD   

MT19 Fly Ash - Silo 2 TBD   

MT20 Truck Unloading To Limestone Pile TBD   

MT21 Limestone reclaim feeder TBD   

MT22 Limestone emergency reclaim 
feeder 

TBD   

MT23 Limestone drop to crusher house TBD   

MT24 Limestone emergency drop to 
crusher house 

TBD   

MT25 Limestone crusher drop to overland 
conveyors 

TBD   

MT26 Limestone overland conveyor drop 
to cross conveyor 

TBD   

MT27 Limestone emergency overland 
conveyor drop to cross conveyor 

TBD   

MT28 Limestone cross conveyor drop to 
Limestone Silo #1 

TBD   

MT29 Limestone overland conveyor drop 
to Limestone Silo #2 

TBD   

MT30 Limestone overland conveyor drop 
to Limestone Silo #3 

TBD   

MT33 Lime Silo TBD   

MT34 Gypsum Conveyor to Stockout TBD   

MT36 Gypsum Truck loading TBD   

MT35 Gypsum conveyor to Off-Spec 
Stockout 

TBD   

S01 – S12 Coal Silos 1 thru 12 TBD   

SP01 Limestone Storage Pile TBD   

SP02 Gypsum Storage Pile TBD   

SP03 Coal Storage Pile TBD   

SP04 Petcoke Storage Pile TBD   

SP05 Off-Spec Gypsum Storage Pile TBD   
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AIR DISPERSION MODELING SUMMARY SHEET 

Of Voluntary Additional Modeling for the Santee Cooper Pee Dee Facility 
Permit Number 1040-0113 

December 12, 2008 
 
This summary is an addition to the Department’s standard modeling summary.  It was created to include modeling not 
required by state regulations, but modeling that was done to provide additional information in response to comments on 
the Santee Cooper Pee Dee permit application.   
 
Mercury and Sulfuric Acid Modeling 
 
The EPA has not set national ambient air quality standards for HAP emissions. Therefore, there are no national ambient 
standards for mercury or sulfuric acid to use in accessing the impacts of these HAP emissions of the Pee Dee plant.  
South Carolina, however, has established maximum allowable ambient concentrations (MAAC) for air toxics emissions 
under S. C.  Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 8 - Toxic Air Pollutants (Standard No. 8).   
 
Under the Standard No. 8 exemption for sources that burn virgin fuels, the facility was not required to model for mercury 
or for sulfuric acid.  However, due to concerns over HAP emissions impacts, Santee Cooper voluntarily submitted 
mercury and sulfuric acid air dispersion modeling.  The modeling was reviewed by the Department and the results were 
compared to the applicable MAAC standards as shown in the tables below.  
 
Mercury emissions were calculated from 40 CFR 60 Subpart Da emission limits.  The boilers will fire predominantly 
bituminous coal and therefore will be limited to mercury emissions of 2.00E-05 pounds per megawatt-hour (lb/MWh).  
Each boiler will generate 660 MW gross and as such, the emission limit per unit will be 0.0132 pounds per hour (lb/hr) or 
116 lb/yr.  Note that the draft permit limit (69 lb/yr) for mercury emissions is lower than the Subpart Da limit and that the 
recently submitted case-by-case MACT analysis has an even lower proposed limit.  However, the higher Subpart Da 
value was used to provide conservative results for this analysis.  
 
Modeling was conducted following standard DHEC methodology for Class II modeling analyses.   The normalized 
emission impacts are based on a 1 g/s emission rate for each boiler (2 g/sec total).  Those impacts are then scaled by the 
appropriate emission rate to yield the 24-Hour Impact.  In this case, the concentration was scaled by the NSPS Subpart 
Da emission limit of 0.0264 pounds per hour (0.0033 g/sec) for the two boilers.   
 
The potential facility emissions were modeled for sulfuric acid. 
 

TOXIC AIR POLLUTANTS MODELING ANALYSIS 

Pollutant CAS 
Number 

Normalized 
Concentration 

(μg/m3) 

24-hour Impact 
(μg/m3) 

Standard 
(μg/m3) 

% of 
Standard 

Mercury 7439-97-6 0.16 (1) 0.0003 0.25 0.1 

Sulfuric Acid 7664-93-9 -- 0.57 10.00 5.7 
1) Normalized concentration is based on 2 g/sec (or 1 g/sec from each boiler).  
24-hour impact = 0.16 μg/m3 / 2 * 0.0033 g/sec 
 
PM2.5 Modeling 
 
PM2.5 is regulated under section 110 of the federal Clean Air Act [Clean Air Act § 110, and 40 CFR § 50.13] and is 
therefore a regulated NSR pollutant as defined in South Carolina Regulation 61-62.5 Standard 2.  However, EPA did not 
promulgate final PM2.5  implementation rules until May 16, 2008. [73 FR 28321], which was after the draft PSD permit 
was issued (December 2007).  Because of this, the Department did not have state or federal PM2.5  implementation rules 
during the review of the permit application. As a result, the approach used for assessing PM2.5 is discussed below. 
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While current regulations do not require PM2.5 modeling, subsequent to issuance of the draft PSD permit, Santee Cooper 
and the Department have conducted ambient air quality modeling to assess the impact of the Pee Dee project on PM2.5 
concentrations. Predicted concentrations were compared with the primary and secondary PM2.5 NAAQS.  (The primary 
and secondary standards are identical.  EPA has not yet issued PSD increments for PM2.5, therefore, the PM2.5 NAAQS 
are the only PM2.5 ambient limits currently available for direct comparison with modeling results. 
 

   Normalized  24-Hour 
Mercury  DHEC Standard   

 UTMX  UTMY  Emission 
Impacts  

Impacts  No. 8 MAAC   

Year  (km)  (km)  (μg/m3)  (μg/m3)  (μg/m3)  % of Standard  

1987  638.063  3755.566  0.14969  2.49E-04  0.250  0.10%  
1988  640.453  3755.481  0.14309  2.38E-04  0.250  0.10%  
1989  640.653  3755.281  0.14141  2.35E-04  0.250  0.09%  
1990  640.553  3754.781  0.15959  2.65E-04  0.250  0.11%  
1991  637.753  3755.381  0.15123  2.52E-04  0.250  0.10%  
MAX  640.553  3754.781  0.15959  2.65E-04  0.250  0.11%  

 
The PM2.5 modeling evaluations were performed assuming that PM2.5 emissions from the proposed coal boilers and 
crushers are equal to total estimated PM10 emissions including condensables.  The remaining sources were modeled using 
available PM2.5 emission factors and rates.  This is obviously a conservative approach and helps reduce the possibility 
that PM2.5 impacts were underestimated.   
 
Modeling results were compared to the PM2.5 NAAQS which are an annual average of 15 µg/m3 and a 24-hour average 
of 35 µg/m3 (achieved when the 98th percentile 24-hour concentration is less than or equal to the standard).  Santee 
Cooper reported predicted concentrations from the modeling evaluations of 0.65 µg/m3 for the annual average (highest 
annual average of the five modeled years), and 3.60 µg/m3 for the 24-hour average (highest three year rolling average of 
the 98th percentile concentrations).  Santee Cooper reported total concentrations, including representative background 
concentrations from the Department’s Winyah monitoring station, of 13.6 ug/m3 (annual) and 34.4 ug/m3 (24-hour 
average).  The Department reviewed the modeling results submitted by Santee Cooper and reran the modeling to verify 
the results.  The predicted PM2.5 concentrations obtained by the Department were 0.7 ug/m3 for the annual average 
(highest annual average of the five modeled years) and 5 ug/m3 for the 24-hour average (highest second high for the five 
modeled years, which is more conservative than the 98th percentile concentration used by Santee Cooper).  Total 
concentrations obtained by the Department, including background concentrations from the H L Sneed Middle School 
monitoring station, were 13.3 ug/m3 (annual) and 34 ug/m3 (24-hour average).  Both methods produced results that are 
below the respective PM2.5 NAAQS for each averaging period.  [Note: Santee Cooper reviewed monitoring data from the 
two closest PM2.5 monitoring stations operated by the Department for their analysis.  The H L Sneed Middle School 
station is the closest to the proposed facility and is more representative meteorologically, but Santee Cooper chose to use 
data from the Winyah station in their analysis because it is slightly more conservative for the 24-hr standard (the annual 
average calculated by Santee Cooper for both stations was 12.9 ug/m3).  Santee Cooper did not realize, however, that the 
data posted on the Department’s web site included data for a partial year of monitoring at the Winyah site and should not 
be used for modeling analyses.  The Department used data from the H L Sneed Middle School site, a suburban site just 
outside the Florence city limits, as a conservative background for the rural Santee Pee Dee facility location.  The 
Department used the annual three year design value for the Sneed site as the annual background concentration rather than 
the three-year  arithmetic average used by Santee Cooper in order to match the form of the PM2.5 annual NAAQS.  The 
annual design value for the Sneed site is slightly lower, at 12.6 ug/m3, than the 12.9 ug/m3 number calculated by Santee 
Cooper.] 
 
 

PM2.5 AMBIENT AIR QUALITY MODELING ANALYSIS 
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Pollutant Averaging 
Time Model Used 

Maximum 
Modeled 

Concentration 
(μg/m3) 

Background 
Concentration 

(μg/m3) 

Total 
(μg/m3) 

Standard 
(μg/m3) 

% of 
Standard

24 Hour AERMOD 5.0 (1) 29.0 (2) 34.0 35 97 
PM2.5 

Annual AERMOD 0.7 (3) 12.6 (2) 13.3 15 89 
1) 24-hour averaging time is based on highest second high over each of the five years (more conservative than 98th 
percentile). 
2) Based on the 2005-2007 three year design value for the Sneed site. 

3) Annual averaging time is based on highest first high. 

4) Arithmetic mean. 
 
PM10 Additional Modeling 
 
It is important to note some general concepts regarding the PM10 increment modeling before addressing each of the 
concerns.  

• The material handling sources (with the exception of those routed to a control device) are low-level releases 
from storage piles or material drop points and are modeled without a release velocity. Due to the poor 
dispersion characteristics of these sources, they are not well-mixed within the atmosphere, leading to higher 
impacts near their release location. As a result, these sources account for a majority of the modeled impacts on 
the highest impact days.  

• Increment analyses are allowed to be based on actual emissions.  In this case, however potential emission rates, 
not actual emissions, were modeled for all sources, yielding higher modeled impacts than would actually be 
expected to occur.  Therefore, the increment analyses provide a conservative estimate of impacts. 

• The highest impacts predicted by the model are isolated to the area immediately adjacent to the plant.  The 
impacts drop off sharply with distance from the facility.  When compared to the 24-hr increment of 91 µg/m3, 
only four receptors exceed 26 µg/m3 and only twelve receptors exceed 20 µg/m3.  The worst-case impacts for all 
other years are below 25.2 µg/m3.  

• The material handling sources were assumed to operate at the maximum short-term production capacity for 
8,760 hours per year. This results in an overestimation of emissions for the following reasons: 
o The material handling equipment will not typically operate at its maximum production rate (i.e., the 

equipment capacity).  The two boilers could not process the amount of material that the material handling 
equipment could generate at the maximum production rate over a long period of time.    

o The material handling equipment does not operate 24 hours per day and, for safety reasons, typically does 
not operate in the night-time hours.  Although Santee Cooper cannot control when coal trains arrive, and 
therefore may need to unload a train at night, other material handling activities such as loading the coal 
silos from the coal piles will usually take place during the day.  Night-time hours generally produce the 
highest modeled ambient impacts from low-level emission sources due to atmospheric stability at that time.  

o The generation of emissions from both storage piles and material transfer points is based on wind speed. 
Storage pile emissions will occur only when wind speeds exceed approximately 12 miles per hour (mph), 
[Kinsey, J. and Cowherd, C., “Fugitive Emissions” in Buonicore, A. and Davis, W., eds., Air Pollution 
Engineering Manual, Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1992.] but these emissions were modeled at every hour. The 
worst-case impacts from the storage piles occur at low wind speeds due to reduced dispersion.  During 
these low-wind speed hours, there will be no actual emissions from storage piles, but the model 
conservatively predicts the highest impacts during these hours.  Specifically, during the 24-hour period 
with the highest impact for the five-year period modeled (November 15, 1990), the wind speed never 
exceeded the 12 mph threshold.  The average speed for that 24-hour period is 4.25 mph excluding calm 
hours and 3.19 mph including calm hours. The maximum wind speed during this 24-hour period is 9.17 
mph.  Therefore, although minimal (if any) emissions of wind-generated PM would actually be created, the 
modeled impacts from storage piles are still considered.  
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o In addition to the storage piles, the material transfer emissions will be lower during periods of low wind 

speeds. However, these emissions are assumed to be the same each hour regardless of wind speed.    
o No control efficiency was included for watering of the storage piles and material transfer points.  The piles 

will be routinely watered, and emissions reductions from watering can be as high as 90%.[Kinsey, J. and 
Cowherd, C., “Fugitive Emissions” in Buonicore, A. and Davis, W., eds., Air Pollution Engineering 
Manual, Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1992.],  [EPA AP-42, Section 13.2.4 Aggregate Handling and Storage 
Piles, November 2006.] 

o The control efficiency for dust collectors on the material handling sources is conservatively assumed to be 
99%.  The control efficiency expected to be achieved in practice will likely be above 99.9%.  

o Each cooling tower was modeled using the original proposed PM10 emission rate of 4.66 lb/hr, based on 
0.005% drift loss.  The revised draft permit limit is now based on 0.0005% drift loss, resulting in a new 
PM10 emission rate of 0.466 lb/hr for each cooling tower.  

 
Santee Cooper conducted additional modeling using the assumption that winds were stronger than 12 mph 13.21% of the 
time.  As shown below, the modeled 24-hr impacts would still remain below the standard of 30 µg/m3, even using all of 
the conservative assumptions noted above (including, in particular, the use of a value for cooling tower drift loss that is 
ten times higher than the revised design value).   
 
High 2nd High 
24-Hr Impact 

Contribution 
from Storage 

Piles 

Factor increase 
due to emission 
factor change 

Revised Storage 
Pile 

Contribution 

Revised 
Total 

Class II 
Increment 

µg/m3 µg/m3  µg/m3 µg/m3 µg/m3 
27.9 4.6 1.36 6.3 29.6 30 
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EMISSION UNITS 

Unit 
ID Unit Description Control Device Description 

01 Boiler No. 1 
Fabric Filter Baghouse, 
Wet Limestone FGD, 

Selective Catalytic Reduction 

02 Boiler No. 2 
Fabric Filter Baghouse, 
Wet Limestone FGD, 

Selective Catalytic Reduction 
03 Material Transfer System – Coal Baghouses or water mist dust eliminators 
04 Material Transfer System – Petcoke Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator 
05 Coal / Petcoke Crusher Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator 
06 Material Transfer System - Limestone Baghouses or water mist dust eliminators 
07 Limestone Crusher Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator 
08 Material Transfer System – Gypsum N/A 
09 Material Transfer System – Fly Ash Baghouses or water mist dust eliminators 
10 Material Transfer System – Bottom Ash N/A 
11 Cooling Towers N/A 

 
 

CONTROL DEVICES 

Control Device ID Control Device Description Installation 
Date 

Pollutant(s) 
Controlled 

FF 1 Fabric Filter Baghouse Future PM / PM10 
Scrubber 1 Wet Limestone FGD Future SO2 

SCR 1 Selective Catalytic Reduction Future NOX 
FF 2 Fabric Filter Baghouse Future PM / PM10 

Scrubber 2 Wet Limestone FGD Future SO2 
SCR 2 Selective Catalytic Reduction Future NOX 

BH01 or WMDE01 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH02 or WMDE02 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH03 or WMDE03 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH04 or WMDE04 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH05 or WMDE05 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH06 or WMDE06 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH07 or WMDE07 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH08 or WMDE08 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH09 or WMDE09 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH10 or WMDE10 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH11 or WMDE11 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH12 or WMDE12 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH13 or WMDE13 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH14 or WMDE14 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 

BVF01 Bin Vent Filter Future PM / PM10 
BVF02 Bin Vent Filter Future PM / PM10 
BVF03 Bin Vent Filter Future PM / PM10 

BH15 or WMDE15 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH16 or WMDE16 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
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CONTROL DEVICES 

Control Device ID Control Device Description Installation 
Date 

Pollutant(s) 
Controlled 

BH17 or WMDE17 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH18 or WMDE18 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH19 or WMDE19 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH20 or WMDE20 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 

 
 

UNIT ID 01 – Boiler No. 1 
Equip 

ID Equipment Description Installation 
Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

B01 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr maximum rated 
heat input (660 MW nominal rated 

output) Boiler 
Future 

Fabric Filter Baghouse, 
Wet Limestone FGD, 

Selective Catalytic Reduction 
S01 

 
 

UNIT ID 02 – Boiler No. 2 
Equip 

ID Equipment Description Installation 
Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

B01 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr maximum rated 
heat input (660 MW nominal rated 

output) Boiler 
Future 

Fabric Filter Baghouse, 
Wet Limestone FGD, 

Selective Catalytic Reduction 
S02 

 
 

UNIT ID 03 – Material Transfer System – Coal 
Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

MT01 Railcar Shaker Future BH01 or WMDC01 MT01 

MT02 Conveyor Transfer to 
Stacker/Reclaimer 

Future BH02 or WMDC02 C3A 

MT03 Emergency Stockout Drop to Pile Future N/A C3B 
SP03 Coal Storage Pile Future N/A Fugitive 
MT04 Transfer Tower Conveyors Future BH03 or WMDC03 C2 
MT05 Emergency Reclaim Future BH04 or WMDC04 RP 
MT08 Stacker/Reclaimer Stockout Future N/A Fugitive 
MT09 Stacker/Reclaimer Reclaim Future N/A Fugitive 
MT10 Conveyor to Crusher Tower Future BH05 or WMDC05 C3A, C4B 
MT11 Conveyor to Transfer Tower Future BH06 or WMDC06 C5A, C5B 
MT12 Conveyor to Bunkers Future BH07 or WMDC07 C6A, C6B 

S01-S06 Bunker 1 Silos (6) Future BH08 or WMDC08 S01-S06 
S07-S12 Bunker 2 Silos (6) Future BH09 or WMDC09 S07-S12 

 
 

UNIT ID 04 – Material Transfer System – Petcoke 
Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

SP04 Petcoke Storage Pile Future N/A Fugitive 
MT14 Petcoke Reclaim Feeder Future N/A Fugitive 
MT15 Conveyor Transfer Future BH10 or WMDC10 C4A 

 
 



 

ATTACHMENT B 
 

Equipment Description 
Santee Cooper (Pee Dee Generating Station) 

Permit No. 1040-0113-CA 
Page 3 of 4 

 
UNIT ID 05 – Coal/Petcoke Crusher 

Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 
CR01 900 tons/hr Crusher Future BH11 or WMDC11 CR01 

 
 

UNIT ID 06 – Material Transfer System – Limestone 
Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

MT20 Truck unloading to limestone pile Future N/A Fugitive 
SP01 Limestone Storage Pile Future N/A Fugitive 

MT21 Emergency limestone reclaim hopper 
loading Future N/A Fugitive 

MT22 Emergency limestone reclaim feeder Future N/A Fugitive 
MT23 Limestone drop to crusher house Future BH12 or WMDC12 MT23 

MT24 Emergency limestone drop to crusher 
house Future BH13 or WMDC13 MT24 

MT25 Limestone crusher drop to overland 
conveyors Future BH14 or WMDC14 MT25 

MT26 Limestone overland conveyor drop to 
cross conveyor Future N/A Fugitive 

MT27 Emergency limestone overland 
conveyor drop to cross conveyor Future N/A Fugitive 

MT28 Limestone cross conveyor drop to 
limestone Silo #1 Future BVF01 MT28 

MT29 Limestone overland conveyor drop to 
limestone Silo #2 Future BVF02 MT29 

MT30 Limestone overland conveyor drop to 
limestone Silo #3 Future BVF03 MT30 

 
 

UNIT ID 07 – Limestone Crusher 
Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

CR02 125 tons/hr Crusher Future BH15 or WMDC15 CR02 
 
 

UNIT ID 08 – Material Transfer System – Gypsum 
Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

MT34 Conveyor to stockout Future N/A Fugitive 
MT35 Conveyor to off-spec stockout Future N/A Fugitive 
SP02 Gypsum storage pile Future N/A Fugitive 
SP05 Off-spec gypsum storage pile Future N/A Fugitive 
MT36 Truck loading Future N/A Fugitive 

 
 

UNIT ID 09 – Material Transfer System – Fly Ash 
Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

MT16 Truck loadout 1 Future BH16 or WMDC16 MT16 
MT17 Truck loadout 2 Future BH17 or WMDC17 MT17 
MT31 Wet fly ash truck loadout 1 Future N/A Fugitive 
MT32 Wet fly ash truck loadout 2 Future N/A Fugitive 
MT18 Silo 1 Future BH18 or WMDC18 MT18 
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UNIT ID 09 – Material Transfer System – Fly Ash 

Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 
MT19 Silo 2 Future BH19 or WMDC19 MT19 
MT33 Lime Silo Future BH20 or WMDC20 MT33 

 
 

UNIT ID 10 – Material Transfer System – Bottom Ash 
Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

MT37 Bottom ash transfer point Future N/A Fugitive 
 
 

UNIT ID 11 – Cooling Towers 
Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

CT01 287,100 gpm Cooling Tower 1 Future N/A Fugitive 
CT02 287,100 gpm Cooling Tower 2 Future N/A Fugitive 
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Mr. Jay Hudson
Santee Cooper - Pee Dee Generating Station
One Riverwood Drive
Moncks Comer, SC 29461-2901

ATTENTION:

Dear Mr. Hudson:

Jay Hudson

Your permit application has been reviewed by our technical staff. Enclosed is Construction Permit
No. 1040-01 13-CA. Please note the conditions on this permit by reading it carefully. Pursuant to
the South Carolina Administrative Procedures Act, this construction permit may be appealed in
accordance with applicable state law. Please see the enclosed Notice ofAppeal Procedure, effective
July I, 2006, for guidelines on appeal submittals.

In addition to this permit to construct, a permit to operate is required in accordance with the Air
Pollution Control Regulations and Standards for the State of South Carolina. The regulations
require a written request for a new or revised operating permit to cover any new, or altered source,
postmarked no later than fifteen (15) days after the actual date of initial startup of each new or
altered source unless a more stringent time frame is required.

Please examine this new permit carefully for errors or omissions and notifY the appropriate staff
member, Joe Eller, at (803) 898-3831, or bye-mail at:ellerjc@dhec.sc.gov. promptly, if any are
discovered.

Sincerely,

~~JP
Engineering Services Division
Bureau of Air Quality

EJB:JCE:kal

Enclosure

cc: Buck Graham, Region 4, Florence EQC Office
Trinity Consultants
Permit File: 1040-0113
Main File: 1040-0113
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Notice of Appeal Procedure 
 
The following procedures are in effect beginning July 1, 2006, pursuant to 2006 Act No. 387: 
 

1. This decision of the S.C. Department of Health and Environmental Control (Department) 
becomes the final agency decision 15 days after notice of the decision has been mailed to the 
applicant or respondent, unless a written request for final review is filed with the Department 
by the applicant, permittee, licensee, or affected person.   

 
2. An applicant, permittee, licensee, or affected person who wishes to appeal this decision must 

file a written request for final review with the Clerk of the Board at the following address or 
by facsimile at 803-898-3393.   

 
Clerk of the Board 
SC DHEC 
2600 Bull Street 
Columbia, SC  29201 

 
3. The request for final review should include the following: 

a. the grounds on which the Department’s decision is challenged and the specific 
changes sought in the decision 

b. a statement of any significant issues or factors the Board should consider in deciding 
how to handle the matter 

c. a copy of the Department’s decision or action under review 
 

4. In order to be timely, a request for final review must be received by the Clerk of the Board 
within 15 days after notice of the decision has been mailed to the applicant or respondent.  If 
the 15th day occurs on a weekend or State holiday, the request is due to be received by the 
Clerk of the Board on the next working day.  The request for final review must be received 
by the Clerk of the Board by 5:00 p.m. on the date it is due.   

 
5. If a timely request for final review is filed with the Clerk of the Board, the Clerk will provide 

additional information regarding procedures.    
 

6. The Board of Health and Environmental Control has 60 days from the date of receipt of a 
request for final review to conduct a final review conference.  The conference may be 
conducted by the Board, its designee, or a committee of three members of the Board 
appointed by the chair.   

 
7. If a final review conference is not conducted within 60 days, the Department decision 

becomes the final agency decision, and a party may request a contested case hearing before 
the Administrative Law Court within 30 days after the deadline for the final review 
conference.   

 
The above information is provided as a courtesy; parties are responsible for complying with all 
applicable legal requirements.    
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BAQ Engineering Services Division 
2600 Bull Street, Columbia, SC  29201 

Phone: 803-898-4123    Fax: 803-898-4079 
Company Name: 
Permit Number: 

Santee Cooper Pee Dee Generating Station 
1040-0113-CA 

Permit Writer: 
Date: 

Joe Eller 
December 16, 2008 

 
DATE APPLICATION RECEIVED: PSD application received May 31, 2006  (Deemed complete with submittal of modeling 

analysis received July 25, 2006); 112(g) application received June 30, 2008. 
DATE OF LAST INSPECTION:  N/A (new facility) 
PHYSICAL LOCATION: 2651 South Old River Road, Pamplico, Florence County 
SIC/NAICS CODE(s): 4911 / 221112 
 
FACILITY DESCRIPTION 
This is a Greenfield site located in Florence County bordering on the Pee Dee River with Marion County on the east side of the river.  
The facility will consist of 2 coal-fired boilers and ancillary equipment capable of producing a nominal 1,320 megawatts of electricity 
if both boilers are installed. 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
This is an application to establish a new utility site consisting of two coal-fired boilers, each rated at a maximum of 5,700 million 
Btu/hr.  Each boiler will provide steam to a generator to produce a nominal 660 megawatts of electricity for sale on the grid.   
 
The boilers will also be capable of firing up to 30% blend of petcoke, and will start up on ultra low sulfur (or No. 2 if ultra low sulfur 
is not available) fuel oil or natural gas (up to 1656 x 106 Btu/hr).  In addition to the boilers, the facility is requesting to install two 
emergency generators, 1500 KW each, a 425 HP fire pump, coal handling equipment, limestone handling equipment, gypsum 
handling equipment, fly ash and bottom ash handling equipment, and several storage tanks, including ammonia storage tanks subject 
to CAA Section 112(r) requirements.  The initial application also included an auxiliary boiler but the facility subsequently requested 
that the auxiliary boiler be deleted and removed from the application. 
 
This project will result in emissions that trigger PSD review, requiring BACT review and limitations for pollutants resulting in 
emissions above significant increases.  In addition, equipment at the facility will be subject to applicable state and federal regulations.  
The boilers will be subject to NSPS Subpart Da requirements due to their size.  Portions of the coal handling equipment and coal 
crusher will be subject to NSPS Subpart Y.  Portions of the limestone handling, gypsum handling, and limestone crusher equipment 
will be subject to NSPS Subpart OOO.  Based on vacatur of the CAMR rule, this project also triggers a case-by-case MACT 
Determination with resulting limitations on HAP emissions. 

 
SOURCE DESCRIPTION 
The following list of equipment is taken from the application Part IIA and Part IIB forms, as well as information subsequently 
submitted. 

CP 
ID 

Unit 
ID Equip ID Equipment Description Installation 

Date 
Modification 

Date 
Control 

Device ID Stack ID 

CA 01 B01 

5,700 x 106 Btu/hr maximum input 
(660 MW nominal output) Boiler 1 

[this boiler will be fired on coal or up 
to 30% petcoke, including use of ultra 

low sulfur fuel oil* or natural gas 
during startup and flame stabilization 
up to 1656 x 106 Btu/hr].  This boiler 
is tangentially fired with two levels of 

separated over fire air. 

future N/A 
FF01, 

FGD01, 
SCR01 

S01 

CA 02 B02 

5,700 x 106 Btu/hr maximum input 
(660 MW nominal output) Boiler 2 

[this boiler will be fired on coal or up 
to 30% petcoke, including use of ultra 

low sulfur fuel oil* or natural gas 
during startup and flame stabilization 
up to 1656 x 106 Btu/hr].  This boiler 
is tangentially fired with two levels of 

separated over fire air. 

future N/A 
FF02, 

FGD02, 
SCR02 

S02 
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2600 Bull Street, Columbia, SC  29201 

Phone: 803-898-4123    Fax: 803-898-4079 
Company Name: 
Permit Number: 

Santee Cooper Pee Dee Generating Station 
1040-0113-CA 

Permit Writer: 
Date: 

Joe Eller 
December 16, 2008 

 
CP 
ID 

Unit 
ID Equip ID Equipment Description Installation 

Date 
Modification 

Date 
Control 

Device ID Stack ID 

CA 03 

MT01-05, 
MT08-12, 

SP03, 
S01-S06, 
S07-S12 

Material Transfer – Coal (represents 
total of 13 sources, including 9 

controlled) 
future N/A 

BH01-
BH09 or 

WMDC01-
WMDC09 

MT01, C2, 
C3A, C3B, 
C4B, C5A, 
C5B, C6A, 

C6B,  
S01-S06, 
S07-S12,  

3 fugitives 

CA 04 
SP04, 
MT14, 
MT15 

Material Transfer – Petcoke 
(represents 3 sources, including 1 

controlled) 
Future N/A BH10 or 

WMDC10 
C4A, 2 

fugitives 

CA 05 CR01 900 tph Coal-Petcoke Crusher Future N/A BH11 or 
WMDC11 CR01 

CA 06 
MT20-
MT30, 
SP01 

Material Transfer – Limestone 
(represents 12 sources, including 6 

controlled) 
Future N/A 

BH12-
BH14 or 

WMDC12-
WMDC14, 

BVF01-
BVF03 

MT23-25, 
MT28-30, 
6 fugitives 

CA 07 CR02 125 tons/hr Crusher Future N/A BH15 or 
WMDC15 CR02 

CA 08 

MT34-
MT36, 
SP02, 
SP05 

Material Transfer – Gypsum 
(represents 5 sources) Future N/A N/A 5 fugitives 

CA 09 

MT16-
MT19, 
MT31-
MT33 

Material Transfer – Fly Ash 
(represents 7 sources including 5 

controlled) 
Future N/A 

BH16-
BH20 or 

WMDC16-
WMDC20 

MT16-19, 
MT33, 2 
fugitives 

CA 10 MT06 Material Transfer – Bottom Ash 
(represents 1 source) Future N/A N/A 1 fugitive 

CA 11 CT01, 
CT02 

Cooling Tower No. 1, 
Cooling Tower No. 2  
(represents 2 sources) 

Future N/A N/A 2 fugitives 

* The facility will be allowed to burn No. 2 fuel oil if ultra low sulfur fuel oil is not commercially available. 
Note:  The facility initially indicated the boilers would fire fuel oil or natural gas up to 480 million Btu/hr but subsequently revised the 
firing rate up to 1656 million Btu/hr. 
 
CONTROL EQUIPMENT 
The facility initially proposed to use electrostatic precipitators (ESPs) for the control of PM emissions from the boilers.  Subsequent to 
vacatur of the CAMR regulation, the facility amended the application to use fabric filters for control of PM emissions from the boilers 
instead of using ESPs.  This change was made to achieve better control of mercury emissions. 
 
The facility initially requested the use of baghouses for the material handling equipment.  However, subsequently the facility has 
requested that the use of baghouses for controlling particulate matter emissions from material handling equipment as specified in the 
initial application be changed to allow use of either baghouses or functionally equivalent water mist dust eliminators.  The Bureau will 
allow the use of functionally equivalent water mist dust eliminators instead of baghouses.  This approval is contingent on the facility 
submitting detailed water mist dust eliminator information and getting written approval from the Bureau verifying equivalency before 
installing any water mist dust eliminator. 
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Control Device 
ID Control Device Description Installation 

Date 
Pollutant(s) 
Controlled 

Efficiency 
Capture 

(%) 

Efficiency 
Removal 

(%) 
FF01 Fabric Filter Future PM 100 99 

FGD01 Flue Gas Desulfurization Future SO2 100 97.5 
SCR01 Selective Catalytic Reduction Future NOx 100 74 
FF02 Fabric Filter Future PM 100 99 

FGD02 Flue Gas Desulfurization Future SO2 100 97.5 
SCR02 Selective Catalytic Reduction Future NOx 100 74 

BH01 or 
WMDC01 Baghouse or water mist dust collector Future PM / PM10 

100 99 

BH02 or 
WMDC02 Baghouse or water mist dust collector Future PM / PM10 

100 99 

BH03 or 
WMDC03 Baghouse or water mist dust collector Future PM / PM10 

100 99 

BH04 or 
WMDC04 Baghouse or water mist dust collector Future PM / PM10 

100 99 

BH05 or 
WMDC05 Baghouse or water mist dust collector Future PM / PM10 

100 99 

BH06 or 
WMDC06 Baghouse or water mist dust collector Future PM / PM10 

100 99 

BH07 or 
WMDC07 Baghouse or water mist dust collector Future PM / PM10 

100 99 

BH08 or 
WMDC08 Baghouse or water mist dust collector Future PM / PM10 

100 99 

BH09 or 
WMDC09 Baghouse or water mist dust collector Future PM / PM10 

100 99 

BH10 or 
WMDC10 Baghouse or water mist dust collector Future PM / PM10 

100 99 

BH11 or 
WMDC11 Baghouse or water mist dust collector Future PM / PM10 

100 99 

BH12 or 
WMDC12 Baghouse or water mist dust collector Future PM / PM10 

100 99 

BH13 or 
WMDC13 Baghouse or water mist dust collector Future PM / PM10 

100 99 

BH14 or 
WMDC14 Baghouse or water mist dust collector Future PM / PM10 

100 99 

BVF01 Bin Vent Filter Future PM / PM10 100 99 
BVF02 Bin Vent Filter Future PM / PM10 100 99 
BVF03 Bin Vent Filter Future PM / PM10 100 99 

BH15 or 
WMDC15 Baghouse or water mist dust collector Future PM / PM10 

100 99 

BH16 or 
WMDC16 Baghouse or water mist dust collector Future PM / PM10 

100 99 

BH17 or 
WMDC17 Baghouse or water mist dust collector Future PM / PM10 

100 99 

BH18 or 
WMDC18 Baghouse or water mist dust collector Future PM / PM10 

100 99 

BH19 or 
WMDC19 Baghouse or water mist dust collector Future PM / PM10 

100 99 
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Control Device 
ID Control Device Description Installation 

Date 
Pollutant(s) 
Controlled 

Efficiency 
Capture 

(%) 

Efficiency 
Removal 

(%) 
BH20 or 

WMDC20 Baghouse or water mist dust collector Future PM / PM10 
100 99 

 
Equip ID Source Description (Date Listed) Basis 

D01 14.08 x 106 Btu/hr (1,500 KW) Emergency Generator 1 
SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section 

II(B)(2)(f)(ii) 
(will operate less than 500 hrs/yr) 

D02 14.08 x 106 Btu/hr (1,500 KW) Emergency Generator 2 
SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section 

II(B)(2)(f)(ii) 
(will operate less than 500 hrs/yr) 

F01 3.2 x 106 Btu/hr (425 HP) Emergency Fire Pump 
SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section 

II(B)(2)(f)(ii) 
(will operate less than 500 hrs/yr) 

T01 300,000 gallons Fuel Oil Storage Tank 

SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section 
II(B)(2)(h) [NSPS Kb was 

modified 10/15/03, no longer 
applying to this source] 

T02 16,000 gallons Lube Oil Storage Tank #1 

SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section 
II(B)(2)(h) [NSPS Kb was 

modified 10/15/03, no longer 
applying to this source] 

T03 16,000 gallons Lube Oil Storage Tank #2 

SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section 
II(B)(2)(h) [NSPS Kb was 

modified 10/15/03, no longer 
applying to this source] 

T04-09 (6) 30,000 gallon Anhydrous Ammonia Storage Tanks (3 per unit) SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section 
II(B)(2)(h) 

T10-11 (2) 2,500 gallon Diesel Fuel Storage Tanks (one each for Emergency 
Generators D01 and D02) 

SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section 
II(B)(2)(h) 

T12 550 gallon Diesel Fuel Storage Tank (for Fire Pump) SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section 
II(B)(2)(h) 

T13-14 (2) 7,100 gallon Lube Oil Reservoir Tanks SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section 
II(B)(2)(h) 

T15-16 (2) 2,000 gallon Clean Lube Oil Storage Tanks SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section 
II(B)(2)(h) 

T17 11,200 gallon Sulfuric Acid Storage Tank – Demin System SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section 
II(B)(2)(h) 

T18-20 (3) 6,000 gallon Sulfuric Acid Storage Tanks (one each for Cooling 
Towers CT01 and CT02 and Pretreatment Area) 

SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section 
II(B)(2)(h) 

T21-22 (2) 11,200 gallon Sodium Hydroxide Storage Tanks (one each for Demin 
System and Pretreatment Area) 

SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section 
II(B)(2)(h) 

T23-24 (2) 8,000 gallon Hypochlorite Storage Tanks (one each for Intake Area 
and Pretreatment Area) 

SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section 
II(B)(2)(h) 

T25-26 (2) 12,000 gallon Hypochlorite Storage Tanks (one each for Cooling 
Towers CT1 and CT2) 

SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section 
II(B)(2)(h) 

T27 12,000 gallon Organic Acid Storage Tank SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section 
II(B)(2)(h) 
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Equip ID Source Description (Date Listed) Basis 

T28 1,000 gallon Yard Equipment Refueling Diesel Storage Tank SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section 
II(B)(2)(h) 

T29 2,000 gallon Vehicle Refueling Gasoline Storage Tank SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section 
II(B)(2)(h) 

Note:  The facility initially specified a 380 HP fire pump but subsequently revised the size to a 425 HP fire pump.  A number of tanks 
were added to the proposed facility via application addendum. 
 
PSD COMPLETENESS REVIEW 
This application must comply with requirements of SC Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 7 for PSD requirements.  The essential 
requirements are summarized as follows with determination of whether the project meets those requirements as a complete 
application: 
1)  Ambient air increments – Std. 7, Part (c) 
 Requirement:  Pollutant concentrations shall not exceed stated amounts. 
 Initial Application:  Not Complete.  The initial application was submitted May 31, 2006.  That portion of the application did not 

include a modeling analysis. 
 Volume II received July 25, 2006:  Complete.  The Volume II application includes ambient air increments. 
2) Ambient air ceilings - Std. 7, Part (d) 
 Requirement:  Pollutant concentrations shall not exceed the lower of national secondary or national primary ambient air quality 

standards. 
 Application:  Initially Not Complete.  The initial application was submitted May 31, 2006.  That portion of the application did 

not include a modeling analysis. 
 Volume II received July 25, 2006:  Complete.  The Volume II application includes a modeling analysis. 
3) Stack Heights - Std. 7, Part (h) 

Requirement: Emission limitation required for control shall not be affected by stack height in excess of good engineering practice 
(GEP). 
Application: Initially Not Complete.  The initial application was submitted May 31, 2006.  That portion of the application did not 
include a modeling analysis. 
Volume II received July 25, 2006:  Complete.  The Volume II application includes a GEP stack height analysis. 

4) Exemptions, - Std. 7, Part (i) 
 Requirement:  Certain conditions may exist that exempts a source from applicability to Parts (j) through (r). 
 Application:  OK.  The application does not claim exemption from those parts since none of them apply. 
5) Control technology review - Std. 7, Part (j) 

Requirement: New facility must apply BACT for each regulated pollutant with potential to emit in significant amounts. 
 Application: OK. The facility has determined that BACT controls are required for PM / PM10/PM2.5, SO2, NOx, CO, VOC, lead, 

fluorides, and sulfuric acid mist.  The facility did submit a BACT review and BACT requirements for these pollutants.  
Discussions later in this review will address the adequacy of the BACT determinations. 

6) Source impact analysis - Std 7, Part (k) 
Requirement: Include an analysis to show that no national ambient air quality standard in any air quality region is being violated.  
Include an analysis to show that no increase over the baseline concentration exceeds applicable maximum allowable. 
Application: Initially Not Complete.  The initial application was submitted May 31, 2006.  That portion of the application did not 
include a modeling analysis. 
Volume II received July 25, 2006:  Complete.  The Volume II application includes a modeling analysis addressing increases over 
baseline concentrations. 

7) Air quality models - Std. 7, Part (l) 
Requirement: Air quality models used in estimating ambient concentrations must be EPA approved. 
Application: Initially Not Complete.  The initial application was submitted May 31, 2006.  That portion of the application did not 
include a modeling analysis. 
Volume II received July 25, 2006:  Complete.  The Volume II application includes a discussion of model selection. 

8) Air quality analysis - Std. 7, Part (m) 
Requirement: Preconstruction and/or post construction monitoring may be required.  The Department may waive monitoring 
requirements if certain conditions are met. 
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Application: Initially Not Complete.  The initial application was submitted May 31, 2006.  That portion of the application did not 
include a modeling analysis that addresses this requirement. 
Volume II received July 25, 2006:  Complete.  The Volume II application addresses pre-construction monitoring and proposes 
that it not be required. 

9a) Source information - Std. 7, Part (n)(1) 
Requirement: Provide a description of the nature, location, design capacity, and typical operating schedule including 
specifications and drawings showing its design and plant layout. 
Application: Initially Not Complete. The application does not include process diagram schematics that describe equipment and 
control device relationships.  The facility submitted essentially all the remaining requested information in Volume II, received 
July 25, 2006.  The Bureau determined that the application should be considered Complete as of July 25, 2006, and allow the 
facility to submit the requested process diagrams at a later date as supplemental information. 

9b) Source information - Std. 7, Part (n)(2) 
Requirement: Provide air quality impact of the plant including meteorological and topographical data and air quality impact of 
any or all other growth since 8/7/77 in the area the plant would affect. 
Application: Initially Not Complete.  The initial application was submitted May 31, 2006.  That portion of the application did not 
include a modeling analysis. 
Volume II received July 25, 2006:  Complete.  The Volume II application includes a modeling analysis including the impact area. 

10) Additional impact analysis - Std. 7, Part (o) 
Requirement: Provide an analysis of impairment to visibility, soils, and vegetation as a result of the plant.  Provide an analysis of 
general commercial, residential, industrial and other growth associated with the plant.  Provide an analysis of air quality impact of 
the area as a result of general commercial, residential, industrial, or other growth associated with the plant. 
Application: Initially Not Complete.  The initial application was submitted May 31, 2006.  That portion of the application did 
not include a modeling analysis. 
Volume II received July 25, 2006:  Complete.  The Volume II application addresses growth, soil and vegetation impact, and 
plume visibility. 

11) Additional requirements for Class I areas - Std. 7, Part (p) 
Requirement: For applications impacting Class I areas, BAQ must submit a copy of the application to EPA and notify EPA of 
every action related to consideration of the permit.  BAQ must also submit a notice to the Federal Land Manager for which 
concurrences, variances, or denials must be determined in conjunction with the Federal Land Manager, EPA, and BAQ and 
possibly higher authorities. 
Application:  Initially Not Complete.  The initial application was submitted May 31, 2006.  That portion of the application did 
not include a modeling analysis.  BAQ will not submit copies of the application to EPA or Federal Land Manager until a complete 
application is received. 
Volume II received July 25, 2006:  Complete.  The Volume II application addresses Class I requirements.  BAQ has provided 
copies of the application to EPA and the FLM (Santee Cooper provided copies of Volume II, Class I Modeling, and hard drive to 
FLM.) 

12) Public Participation - Std. 7, Part (q) 
Requirement: BAQ must notify the applicant within 30 days of any deficiency in the application and transmit a copy to EPA.  If 
deficient, the date of receipt of the application shall be the date on which all required information is received.  BAQ must make a 
final determination within 1 year involving a preliminary determination, notification to the public, opportunity for public hearing, 
responses to the applicant and EPA of actions. 
Application: OK. The burden for this aspect rests with BAQ. 

13) Source obligation - Std. 7, Part (r) 
Requirement: Any owner or operator who constructs or begins to constructs without an approval to construct shall be subject to 
enforcement action.  The construction permit when issued is valid for a limited period of time.  The construction permit does not 
relieve the facility from complying with other applicable requirements.  When a plant becomes subject to this standard through 
relaxation of a limit, this standard will apply as though construction has not commenced. 
Application:  OK.  The review of this application and issuance of any permit is being done with understanding of above 
requirements. 

14) Innovative control technology - Std. 7, Part (v) 
Requirement:   The applicant may request to use innovative control technology subject to certain requirements and conditions that 
the applicant agrees to follow. 
Application: OK. This application does not include innovative control technology. 

15. Permit rescission – Std. 7, Part (w) 
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 Requirement:  Permits issued under PSD rules shall remain in effect until rescinded.  Rescission shall include a public notice of 

that action. 
 Application:  OK.  The review of this application and issuance of any permit is being done with understanding of above 
requirements. 
16. Clean Unit Test for emissions units that are subject to BACT or LAER – Std. 7, Part (x) 

Requirement:  Facility may request to use the Clean Unit Test if source is to be permitted as a Clean Unit. 
Application:  OK.  Facility is not requesting to permit equipment as Clean Units. 

17.  Clean Unit provisions for emissions units that achieve an emissions limitation comparable to BACT – Std. 7, Part (y) 
Requirement:   Facility has the option to use the Clean Unit Test in characterizing emissions increases at a Clean Unit. 
Application:  OK.  Facility does not already have a Clean Unit at this location. 

18.  PCP exclusion procedural requirements – Std. 7, Part (z) 
Requirement:  Facility must satisfy certain requirements if project is a PCP project.    
Application:  OK.  This requirement would be overridden due to PCP projects having been stayed by the courts; however, this is 
not submitted as a PCP project. 

19.  Actuals PALs – Std. 7, Part (aa) 
 Requirement:  Facility must address certain requirements if an existing major stationary source is operating under a PAL permit. 

Application:  OK.  This is not an existing source operating under a PAL. 
20. Invalidation – Std. 7, Part (bb) 

Requirement:  If any part of this regulation (Std. 7) is held invalid, the remainder of the regulation will be unaffected. 
Application:  OK.  The review of this application and issuance of a permit is being done with understanding of above 
requirements. 
 

Summary of PSD Completeness:  Part I application (project description, emissions, regulatory applicability, BACT analysis, etc) was 
received 5/31/06 but did not include a modeling analysis.  Part II of the application that included a modeling analysis was received 
7/25/06 and the application was deemed complete with receipt of that information. 
 

UNCONTROLLED POTENTIAL EMISSIONS 
EU 
ID EQ ID Pollutant lb/hr TPY@ 8760  or 

specified hours Method for Estimating Emissions 

01 B01 PM (total) 41,040 179,755 
Hourly rate specified by facility (equates 

to 99.75% control for limit of 0.018 lb/106 
Btu) 

01 B01 PM (filterable) 34,200 149,746 
Hourly rate specified by facility (equates 

to 99.75% control for limit of 0.015 lb/106 
Btu) 

01 B01 PM10 (total) 41,040 179,755 Hourly rate specified (equates to 99.75% 
control for limit of 0.018 lb/106 Btu) 

01 B01 PM10 (filterable) 27,360 119,837 Hourly rate specified (equates to 99.75% 
control for limit of 0.012 lb/106 Btu) 

01 B01 SO2 34,200 149,796 Calculated on fuel rate and sulfur content 
(6 lb/106 Btu x 5700, x 8760/2000) 

01 B01 NOx 1,539 6,741 

0.27 lb/106 Btu x 5700, x 8760/2000 
(equates to 74% control for limit of 0.07 

lb/106 Btu) (0.17 lb/106 Btu is specified as 
uncontrolled rate for 100% coal feed) 

01 B01 CO 855 3,745 
Based on limit of 0.15 lb/million Btu 

(initially based on Vendor guarantee of 
0.16 lb/million Btu) 

01 B01 VOC 13.68 61.2 Vendor guarantee (equates to 0.0024 
lb/million Btu) 

01 B01 Lead 0.11 0.48 BACT determination (AP-42) of 1.91E-05 
lb/106 Btu x 5700 x 106 Btu/hr 
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UNCONTROLLED POTENTIAL EMISSIONS 

EU 
ID EQ ID Pollutant lb/hr TPY@ 8760  or 

specified hours Method for Estimating Emissions 

01 B01 Sulfuric Acid 28.5 125 BACT determination of 0.005 lb/million 
Btu  

01 B01 Total HAPS 20.8 91.03 AP-42, Tables 1.1-13, 14, 15, 18 
(controlled) 

02 B02 PM (total) 41,040 179,755 
Hourly rate specified by facility (equates 

to 99.75% control for limit of 0.018 lb/106 
Btu) 

02 B02 PM (filterable) 34,200 149,746 
Hourly rate specified by facility (equates 

to 99.75% control for limit of 0.015 lb/106 
Btu) 

02 B02 PM10 (total) 41,040 179,755 Hourly rate specified (equates to 99.75% 
control for limit of 0.018 lb/106 Btu) 

02 B02 PM10 (filterable) 27,360 119,837 Hourly rate specified (equates to 99.75% 
control for limit of 0.012 lb/106 Btu) 

02 B02 SO2 34,200 149,796 Calculated on fuel rate and sulfur content 
(6 lb/106 Btu x 5700, x 8760/2000) 

02 B02 NOx 1,539 6,741 
0.27 lb/106 Btu x 5700, x 8760/2000 

(equates to 74% control for limit of 0.07 
lb/106 Btu) 

02 B02 CO 855 3,745 
Based on limit of 0.15 lb/million Btu 

(initially based on Vendor guarantee of 
0.16 lb/million Btu) 

02 B02 VOC 13.68 61.2 Vendor guarantee (equates to 0.0024 
lb/million Btu) 

02 B02 Lead 0.11 0.48 BACT determination (AP-42) of 1.91E-05 
lb/106 Btu x 5700 x 106 Btu/hr 

02 B02 Sulfuric Acid 28.5 125 BACT determination of 0.005 lb/million 
Btu  

02 B02 Total HAPS 20.8 91.03 AP-42, Tables 1.1-13, 14, 15, 18 
(controlled) 

Ex D01 PM 1.41 0.36 AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 
0.1 lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex D01 PM10 1.41 0.36 AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 
0.1 lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex D01 SO2 0.71 0.18 
AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 
0.0505 lb/106 Btu, 0.05% sulfur fuel), 500 

hrs/yr 

Ex D01 NOx 45.06 11.26 AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 
3.2 lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex D01 CO 11.97 3.00 AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 
0.85 lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex D01 VOC 1.27 0.32 AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 
0.09 lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex D02 PM 1.41 0.36 AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 
0.1 lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex D02 PM10 1.41 0.36 AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 
0.1 lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 
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UNCONTROLLED POTENTIAL EMISSIONS 

EU 
ID EQ ID Pollutant lb/hr TPY@ 8760  or 

specified hours Method for Estimating Emissions 

Ex D02 SO2 0.71 0.18 
AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 
0.0505 lb/106 Btu, 0.05% sulfur fuel), 500 

hrs/yr 

Ex D02 NOx 45.06 11.26 AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 
3.2 lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex D02 CO 11.97 3.00 AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 
0.85 lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex D02 VOC 1.27 0.32 AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 
0.09 lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex F01 PM 0.99 0.24 AP-42, Table 3.3-1 (3.2 x 106 Btu/hr x 
0.31 lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex F01 PM10 0.99 0.24 AP-42, Table 3.3-1 (3.2 x 106 Btu/hr x 
0.31 lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex F01 SO2 0.93 0.23 AP-42, Table 3.3-1 (3.2 x 106 Btu/hr x 
0.29 lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex F01 NOx 14.11 3.52 AP-42, Table 3.3-1 (3.2 x 106 Btu/hr x 
4.41 lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex F01 CO 3.04 0.76 AP-42, Table 3.3-1 (3.2 x 106 Btu/hr x 
0.95 lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex F01 VOC 1.15 0.28 AP-42, Table 3.3-1 (3.2 x 106 Btu/hr x 
0.36 lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

03 MT01 PM/PM10/PM2.5 2.0/1.0/0.124 3.0/1.0/0.188 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
03 MT02 PM/PM10/PM2.5 2.0/1.0/0.124 3.0/1.0/0.188 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
03 MT03 PM/PM10/PM2.5 1.73/0.82/0.124 2.62/1.24/0.188 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
03 MT04 PM/PM10/PM2.5 2.0/1.0/0.124 3.0/1.0/0.188 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
03 MT05 PM/PM10/PM2.5 2.0/1.0/0.124 3.0/1.0/0.188 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
03 MT08 PM/PM10/PM2.5 1.73/0.82/0.124 2.62/1.24/0.188 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
03 MT09 PM/PM10/PM2.5 1.73/0.82/0.124 2.62/1.24/0.188 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
03 MT10 PM/PM10/PM2.5 2.0/1.0/0.124 3.0/1.0/0.188 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
03 MT11 PM/PM10/PM2.5 2.0/1.0/0.124 3.0/1.0/0.188 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 

03 
MT12 
S01-06 
S07-12 

PM/PM10/PM2.5 21.0/10.0/1.49 31.0/15.0/2.26 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 

03 SP03 PM/PM10 1.05/0.63 4.61/2.77 EPA-450/3-88-008 
04 MT14 PM/PM10/PM2.5 1.73/0.82/0.12 0.79/0.37/0.06 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
04 MT15 PM/PM10/PM2.5 2.0/0.821/0.124 1.0/0.372/0.0564 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
04 SP04 PM/PM10 0.76/0.45 3.32/1.99 EPA-450/3-88-008 
05 CR01 PM/PM10 59.0/23.0 89.0/34.0 AP-42, Table 11.19.2-2 
06 MT20 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.13/0.06/0.01 0.25/0.12/0.02 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
06 MT21 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.13/0.06/0.01 0.25/0.12/0.02 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
06 MT22 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.13/0.06/0.01 0.25/0.12/0.02 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
06 MT23 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.132/0.0625/0.00946 0.247/0.117/0.0177 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
06 MT24 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.132/0.0625/0.00946 0.247/0.117/0.0177 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
06 MT25 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.132/0.0625/0.00946 0.247/0.117/0.0177 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
06 MT26 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.13/0.06/0.01 0.25/0.12/0.02 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
06 MT27 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.13/0.06/0.01 0.25/0.12/0.02 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
06 MT28 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.132/0.0625/0.00946 0.247/0.117/0.0177 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
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UNCONTROLLED POTENTIAL EMISSIONS 

EU 
ID EQ ID Pollutant lb/hr TPY@ 8760  or 

specified hours Method for Estimating Emissions 

06 MT29 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.132/0.0625/0.00946 0.247/0.117/0.0177 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
06 MT30 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.132/0.0625/0.00946 0.247/0.117/0.0177 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
06 SP01 PM/PM10 0.178/0.107 0.778/0.467 Document EPA-450/3-88-008 
07 CR02 PM/PM10 5.0/2.0 9.0/4.0 AP-42, Table 11.19.2-2 
08 MT34 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.254/0.12/0.018 0.425/0.201/0.0305 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
08 MT35 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.254/0.12/0.018 0.425/0.201/0.0305 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
08 MT36 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.254/0.12/0.018 0.425/0.201/0.0305 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
08 SP02 PM/PM10 0.27/0.16 1.19/0.72 EPA-450/3-88-008 
08 SP05 PM/PM10 0.27/0.16 1.19/0.72 EPA-450/3-88-008 
09 MT16 PM/PM10/PM2.5 1.08/0.511/0.0773 0.556/0.263/0.0398 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
09 MT17 PM/PM10/PM2.5 1.08/0.511/0.0773 0.556/0.263/0.0398 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
09 MT18 PM/PM10/PM2.5 1.08/0.511/0.0773 0.556/0.263/0.0398 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
09 MT19 PM/PM10/PM2.5 1.08/0.511/0.0773 0.556/0.263/0.0398 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
09 MT31 PM 0 0 No emissions due to material being wet 
09 MT32 PM 0 0 No emissions due to material being wet 

09 MT33 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.142/0.0674/0.0102 0.0773/0.0347/ 
0.00525 AP-42, Section 13.2.4 

10 MT37 PM 0 0 No emissions due to material being wet 

11 CT01 PM 0.466 2.04 Technical Report EPA 600 7-79-251a, 
Nov. 1979 

11 CT02 PM 0.466 2.04 Technical Report EPA 600 7-79-251a, 
Nov. 1979 

Ex T01 VOC 0.0205 0.09 Tanks 4.0 
Ex T02 VOC 0.002 0.01 Tanks 4.0 
Ex T03 VOC 0.002 0.01 Tanks 4.0 

 
CONTROLLED POTENTIAL EMISSIONS 

EU 
ID EQ ID Pollutant lb/hr TPY@ 8760 or 

specified hours Method for Estimating Emissions 

01 B01 PM (total) 102.6 449.39 BACT determination of 0.018 lb/106 Btu x 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr (note 1) 

01 B01 PM (filterable) 85.5 374.49 BACT determination of 0.015 lb/106 Btu x 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr (note 1) 

01 B01 PM10 (total) 102.6 449.39 BACT determination of 0.018 lb/106 Btu x 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr (note 1) 

01 B01 PM10 (filterable) 68.4 299.59 BACT determination of 0.012 lb/106 Btu x 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr (note 1) 

01 B01 SO2 684.0 2995.9 BACT determination of 0.12 lb/106 Btu x 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr (daily and annual basis) 

01 B01 NOx 399.0 1747.6 BACT determination of 0.07 lb/106 Btu x 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr 

01 B01 CO 855.0 * 3744.9 * BACT determination of 0.15 lb/106 Btu x 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr 

01 B01 VOC 13.68 * 59.92 * BACT determination of 0.0024 lb/106 Btu x 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr 

01 B01 Lead 0.11 0.48 BACT determination (AP-42) of 1.91E-05 
lb/106 Btu x 5700 x 106 Btu/hr 
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CONTROLLED POTENTIAL EMISSIONS 

EU 
ID EQ ID Pollutant lb/hr TPY@ 8760 or 

specified hours Method for Estimating Emissions 

01 B01 Sulfuric Acid 28.5 125 BACT determination of 0.005 lb/106 Btu x 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr 

01 B01 1,1,[2]-
Trichloroethane 

5.18E-03 2.27E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 

01 B01 2,4-Dinitrotoluene 7.25E-05 3.18E-04 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 2-

Chloroacetopheno
ne 

1.81E-03 7.95E-03 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 

01 B01 5-Methyl chrysene  5.70E-06 2.50E-05 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
01 B01 Acenaphthene  1.32E-04 5.79E-04 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
01 B01 Acenaphthylene  6.48E-05 2.84E-04 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
01 B01 Acetaldehyde  1.48E-01 6.47E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Acetophenone  3.89E-03 1.70E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Acrolein  7.51E-02 3.29E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Anthracene  5.44E-05 2.38E-04 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
01 B01 Benzene  3.37E-01 1.48E+00 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Benzo(a)anthrace

ne  
2.07E-05 9.08E-05 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 

01 B01 Benzo(a)pyrene  9.85E-06 4.31E-05 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
01 B01 Benzo(b,j,k)fluora

nthene  
2.85E-05 1.25E-04 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 

01 B01 Benzo(g,h,i)peryle
ne  

7.00E-06 3.06E-05 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 

01 B01 Benzyl chloride  1.81E-01 7.94E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Biphenyl  4.40E-04 1.93E-03 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
01 B01 Bis(2-

ethylhexyl)phthala
te 

1.89E-02 8.28E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 

01 B01 Bromoform  1.01E-02 4.43E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Carbon disulfide  3.37E-02 1.48E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Chlorobenzene  5.70E-03 2.50E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Chloroform  1.53E-02 6.70E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Chrysene  2.59E-05 1.13E-04 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
01 B01 Cumene  1.37E-03 6.01E-03 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Cyanide 

[Compounds] 
6.48E-01 2.84E+00 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 

01 B01 Dimethyl sulfate  1.24E-02 5.45E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Ethyl benzene  2.44E-02 1.07E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Ethyl chloride  1.09E-02 4.77E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Ethylene 

dibromide  
3.11E-04 1.36E-03 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 

01 B01 Ethylene 
dichloride  

1.04E-02 4.54E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 

01 B01 Fluoranthene  1.84E-04 8.06E-04 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
01 B01 Fluorene  2.36E-04 1.03E-03 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
01 B01 Formaldehyde  6.22E-02 2.72E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Hexane  1.74E-02 4.60E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
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CONTROLLED POTENTIAL EMISSIONS 

EU 
ID EQ ID Pollutant lb/hr TPY@ 8760 or 

specified hours Method for Estimating Emissions 

01 B01 Hydrochloric acid 1.55E+01 6.81E+01 AP-42, Table 1.1-15 (9/98) 
01 B01 Hydrogen fluoride 1.94E+00 8.51E+00 AP-42, Table 1.1-15 (9/98) 
01 B01 Indeno(1,2,3-

cd)pyrene  
1.58E-05 6.92E-05 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 

01 B01 Isophorone  1.50E-01 6.58E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Methyl bromide  4.15E-02 1.82E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Methyl chloride  1.37E-01 6.01E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Methyl hydrazine  4.40E-02 1.93E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Methyl 

methacrylate  
5.18E-03 2.27E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 

01 B01 Methyl terp butyl 
ether  

9.07E-03 3.97E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 

01 B01 Methylene 
chloride  

7.51E-02 3.29E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 

01 B01 Naphthalene  3.37E-03 1.48E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
01 B01 PCDD/PCDF 

(total) 
4.56E-07 2.00E-06 AP-42, Table 1.1-12 (9/98) 

01 B01 Phenanthrene  7.00E-04 3.06E-03 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
01 B01 Phenol  4.15E-03 1.82E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Propionaldehyde  9.85E-02 4.31E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Pyrene  8.55E-05 3.74E-04 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
01 B01 Styrene  6.48E-03 2.84E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Tetrachloroethyle

ne  
1.11E-02 4.88E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 

01 B01 Toluene  6.22E-02 2.72E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Vinyl acetate  1.97E-03 8.62E-03 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Xylenes  9.59E-03 4.20E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
01 B01 Antimony 

[Compounds] 
4.66E-03 2.04E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-18 (9/98) 

01 B01 Arsenic 
[Compounds] 

1.06E-01 4.65E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-18 (9/98) 

01 B01 Beryllium 
[Compounds] 

5.44E-03 2.38E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-18 (9/98) 

01 B01 Cadmium 
[Compounds] 

1.32E-02 5.79E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-18 (9/98) 

01 B01 Chromium 
[Compounds] 

8.78E-02 3.85E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-18 (9/98) 

01 B01 Cobalt 
[Compounds] 

2.59E-02 1.16E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-18 (9/98) 

01 B01 Manganese 
[Compounds] 

1.27E-01 5.56E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-18 (9/98) 

01 B01 Mercury 
[Compounds] 

6.60E-03 2.89E-02 case-by-case MACT 

01 B01 Nickel 
[Compounds] 

7.25E-02 3.18E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-18 (9/98) 

01 B01 Selenium 
[Compounds] 

3.37E-01 1.48E+00 AP-42, Table 1.1-18 (9/98) 
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CONTROLLED POTENTIAL EMISSIONS 

EU 
ID EQ ID Pollutant lb/hr TPY@ 8760 or 

specified hours Method for Estimating Emissions 

02 B02 PM (total) 102.6 449.39 BACT determination of 0.018 lb/106 Btu x 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr 

02 B02 PM (filterable) 85.5 374.49 BACT determination of 0.015 lb/106 Btu x 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr 

02 B02 PM10 (total) 102.6 449.39 BACT determination of 0.018 lb/106 Btu x 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr 

02 B02 PM10 (filterable) 68.4 299.59 BACT determination of 0.012 lb/106 Btu x 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr (note 1) 

02 B02 SO2 798.0 2995.9 
BACT determination of 0.14 lb/106 Btu x 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr (0.12 daily and annual 

basis) 

02 B02 NOx 399.0 1747.6 BACT determination of 0.07 lb/106 Btu x 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr 

02 B02 CO 855.0 * 3744.9 * BACT determination of 0.15 lb/106 Btu x 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr 

02 B02 VOC 13.68 * 59.92 * BACT determination of 0.0024 lb/106 Btu x 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr 

02 B02 Lead 0.11 0.48 BACT determination (AP-42) of 1.91E-05 
lb/106 Btu x 5700 x 106 Btu/hr 

02 B02 Sulfuric Acid 28.5 125 BACT determination of 0.005 lb/106 Btu x 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr 

02 B02 1,1,[2]-
Trichloroethane 

5.18E-03 2.27E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 

02 B02 2,4-Dinitrotoluene 7.25E-05 3.18E-04 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 2-

Chloroacetopheno
ne 

1.81E-03 7.95E-03 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 

02 B02 5-Methyl chrysene  5.70E-06 2.50E-05 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
02 B02 Acenaphthene  1.32E-04 5.79E-04 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
02 B02 Acenaphthylene  6.48E-05 2.84E-04 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
02 B02 Acetaldehyde  1.48E-01 6.47E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Acetophenone  3.89E-03 1.70E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Acrolein  7.51E-02 3.29E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Anthracene  5.44E-05 2.38E-04 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
02 B02 Benzene  3.37E-01 1.48E+00 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Benzo(a)anthrace

ne  
2.07E-05 9.08E-05 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 

02 B02 Benzo(a)pyrene  9.85E-06 4.31E-05 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 

02 B02 Benzo(b,j,k)fluora
nthene  

2.85E-05 1.25E-04 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 

02 B02 Benzo(g,h,i)peryle
ne  

7.00E-06 3.06E-05 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 

02 B02 Benzyl chloride  1.81E-01 7.94E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Biphenyl  4.40E-04 1.93E-03 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
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CONTROLLED POTENTIAL EMISSIONS 

EU 
ID EQ ID Pollutant lb/hr TPY@ 8760 or 

specified hours Method for Estimating Emissions 

02 B02 Bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthala

te 

1.89E-02 8.28E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 

02 B02 Bromoform  1.01E-02 4.43E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Carbon disulfide  3.37E-02 1.48E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Chlorobenzene  5.70E-03 2.50E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Chloroform  1.53E-02 6.70E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Chrysene  2.59E-05 1.13E-04 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
02 B02 Cumene  1.37E-03 6.01E-03 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Cyanide 

[Compounds] 
6.48E-01 2.84E+00 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 

02 B02 Dimethyl sulfate  1.24E-02 5.45E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Ethyl benzene  2.44E-02 1.07E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Ethyl chloride  1.09E-02 4.77E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Ethylene 

dibromide  
3.11E-04 1.36E-03 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 

02 B02 Ethylene 
dichloride  

1.04E-02 4.54E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 

02 B02 Fluoranthene  1.84E-04 8.06E-04 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
02 B02 Fluorene  2.36E-04 1.03E-03 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
02 B02 Formaldehyde  6.22E-02 2.72E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Hexane  1.74E-02 4.60E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Hydrochloric acid 1.55E+01 6.81E+01 AP-42, Table 1.1-15 (9/98) 
02 B02 Hydrogen fluoride 1.94E+00 8.51E+00 AP-42, Table 1.1-15 (9/98) 
02 B02 Indeno(1,2,3-

cd)pyrene  
1.58E-05 6.92E-05 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 

02 B02 Isophorone  1.50E-01 6.58E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Methyl bromide  4.15E-02 1.82E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Methyl chloride  1.37E-01 6.01E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Methyl hydrazine  4.40E-02 1.93E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Methyl 

methacrylate  
5.18E-03 2.27E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 

02 B02 Methyl terp butyl 
ether  

9.07E-03 3.97E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 

02 B02 Methylene 
chloride  

7.51E-02 3.29E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 

02 B02 Naphthalene  3.37E-03 1.48E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
02 B02 PCDD/PCDF 

(total) 
4.56E-07 2.00E-06 AP-42, Table 1.1-12 (9/98) 

02 B02 Phenanthrene  7.00E-04 3.06E-03 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
02 B02 Phenol  4.15E-03 1.82E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Propionaldehyde  9.85E-02 4.31E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Pyrene  8.55E-05 3.74E-04 AP-42, Table 1.1-13 (9/98) 
02 B02 Styrene  6.48E-03 2.84E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 



 

STATEMENT OF BASIS 
Page 15 of 35 

BAQ Engineering Services Division 
2600 Bull Street, Columbia, SC  29201 

Phone: 803-898-4123    Fax: 803-898-4079 
Company Name: 
Permit Number: 

Santee Cooper Pee Dee Generating Station 
1040-0113-CA 

Permit Writer: 
Date: 

Joe Eller 
December 16, 2008 

 
CONTROLLED POTENTIAL EMISSIONS 

EU 
ID EQ ID Pollutant lb/hr TPY@ 8760 or 

specified hours Method for Estimating Emissions 

02 B02 Tetrachloroethyle
ne  

1.11E-02 4.88E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 

02 B02 Toluene  6.22E-02 2.72E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Vinyl acetate  1.97E-03 8.62E-03 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Xylenes  9.59E-03 4.20E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-14 (9/98) 
02 B02 Antimony 

[Compounds] 
4.66E-03 2.04E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-18 (9/98) 

02 B02 Arsenic 
[Compounds] 

1.06E-01 4.65E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-18 (9/98) 

02 B02 Beryllium 
[Compounds] 

5.44E-03 2.38E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-18 (9/98) 

02 B02 Cadmium 
[Compounds] 

1.32E-02 5.79E-02 AP-42, Table 1.1-18 (9/98) 

02 B02 Chromium 
[Compounds] 

8.78E-02 3.85E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-18 (9/98) 

02 B02 Cobalt 
[Compounds] 

2.59E-02 1.16E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-18 (9/98) 

02 B02 Manganese 
[Compounds] 

1.27E-01 5.56E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-18 (9/98) 

02 B02 Mercury 
[Compounds] 

6.60E-03 2.89E-02 case-by-case MACT 

02 B02 Nickel 
[Compounds] 

7.25E-02 3.18E-01 AP-42, Table 1.1-18 (9/98) 

02 B02 Selenium 
[Compounds] 

3.37E-01 1.48E+00 AP-42, Table 1.1-18 (9/98) 

Ex D01 PM 1.41 * 0.36 * AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 0.1 
lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex D01 PM10 1.41 * 0.36 * AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 0.1 
lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex D01 SO2 0.71 * 0.18 * 
AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 
0.0505 lb/106 Btu, 0.05% sulfur fuel), 500 

hrs/yr 

Ex D01 NOx 45.06 * 11.26 * AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 3.2 
lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex D01 CO 11.97 * 3.00 * AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 0.85 
lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex D01 VOC 1.27 * 0.32 * AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 0.09 
lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex D02 PM 1.41 * 0.36 * AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 0.1 
lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex D02 PM10 1.41 * 0.36 * AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 0.1 
lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex D02 SO2 0.71 * 0.18 * 
AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 
0.0505 lb/106 Btu, 0.05% sulfur fuel), 500 

hrs/yr 
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CONTROLLED POTENTIAL EMISSIONS 

EU 
ID EQ ID Pollutant lb/hr TPY@ 8760 or 

specified hours Method for Estimating Emissions 

Ex D02 NOx 45.06 * 11.26 * AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 3.2 
lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex D02 CO 11.97 * 3.00 * AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 0.85 
lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex D02 VOC 1.27 * 0.32 * AP-42, Table 3.4-1 (14.08 x 106 Btu/hr x 0.09 
lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex F01 PM 0.99 * 0.24 * AP-42, Table 3.3-1 (3.2 x 106 Btu/hr x 0.31 
lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex F01 PM10 0.99 * 0.24 * AP-42, Table 3.3-1 (3.2 x 106 Btu/hr x 0.31 
lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex F01 SO2 0.93 * 0.23 * AP-42, Table 3.3-1 (3.2 x 106 Btu/hr x 0.29 
lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex F01 NOx 14.11 * 3.52 * AP-42, Table 3.3-1 (3.2 x 106 Btu/hr x 4.41 
lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex F01 CO 3.04 * 0.76 * AP-42, Table 3.3-1 (3.2 x 106 Btu/hr x 0.95 
lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

Ex F01 VOC 1.15 * 0.28 * AP-42, Table 3.3-1 (3.2 x 106 Btu/hr x 0.36 
lb/106 Btu), 500 hrs/yr 

03 MT01 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.02/0.01/0.00124 0.03/0.01/0.00188 AP-42, Section 13.2.4, 99% control 
03 MT02 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.02/0.01/0.00124 0.03/0.01/0.00188 AP-42, Section 13.2.4, 99% control 
03 MT03 PM/PM10/PM2.5 1.73/0.82/0.124 * 2.62/1.24/0.188 * AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
03 MT04 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.02/0.01/0.00124 0.03/0.01/0.00188 AP-42, Section 13.2.4, 99% control 
03 MT05 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.02/0.01/0.00124 0.03/0.01/0.00188 AP-42, Section 13.2.4, 99% control 
03 MT08 PM/PM10/PM2.5 1.73/0.82/0.124 * 2.62/1.24/0.188 * AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
03 MT09 PM/PM10/PM2.5 1.73/0.82/0.124 * 2.62/1.24/0.188 * AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
03 MT10 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.02/0.01/0.00124 0.03/0.01/0.00188 AP-42, Section 13.2.4, 99% control 
03 MT11 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.02/0.01/0.00124 0.03/0.01/0.00188 AP-42, Section 13.2.4, 99% control 

03 
MT12 
S01-06 
S07-12 

PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.21/0.10/0.0149 0.31/0.15/0.0226 AP-42, Section 13.2.4, 99% control 

03 SP03 PM/PM10 1.05/0.63 * 4.61/2.77 * EPA-450/3-88-008 
03 Total PM 6.57 12.96 - 
04 MT14 PM/PM10/PM2.5 1.73/0.82/0.12 * 0.79/0.37/0.06 * AP-42, Section 13.2.4 

04 MT15 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.02/0.0082/0.00124 0.01/0.00372/ 
0.000564 AP-42, Section 13.2.4, 99% control 

04 SP04 PM/PM10 0.76/0.45 * 3.32/1.99 * EPA-450/3-88-008 
04 Total PM 2.51 4.12 - 
05 CR01 PM/PM10 0.59/0.23 0.89/0.34 AP-42, Table 11.19.2-2, 99% control 
06 MT20 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.13/0.06/0.01 * 0.25/0.12/0.02 * AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
06 MT21 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.13/0.06/0.01 * 0.25/0.12/0.02 * AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
06 MT22 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.13/0.06/0.01 * 0.25/0.12/0.02 * AP-42, Section 13.2.4 

06 MT23 PM/PM10/PM2.5 
0.00132/0.000625

/ 0.0000946 
0.00247/0.00117/ 

0.000177 AP-42, Section 13.2.4, 99% control 

06 MT24 PM/PM10/PM2.5 
0.00132/0.000625

/ 0.0000946 
0.00247/0.00117/ 

0.000177 AP-42, Section 13.2.4, 99% control 

06 MT25 PM/PM10/PM2.5 
0.00132/0.000625

/ 0.0000946 
0.00247/0.00117/ 

0.000177 AP-42, Section 13.2.4, 99% control 

06 MT26 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.13/0.06/0.01 * 0.25/0.12/0.02 * AP-42, Section 13.2.4 
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CONTROLLED POTENTIAL EMISSIONS 

EU 
ID EQ ID Pollutant lb/hr TPY@ 8760 or 

specified hours Method for Estimating Emissions 

06 MT27 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.13/0.06/0.01 * 0.25/0.12/0.02 * AP-42, Section 13.2.4 

06 MT28 PM/PM10/PM2.5 
0.00132/0.000625

/ 0.0000946 
0.00247/0.00117/ 

0.000177 AP-42, Section 13.2.4, 99% control 

06 MT29 PM/PM10/PM2.5 
0.00132/0.000625

/ 0.0000946 
0.00247/0.00117/ 

0.000177 AP-42, Section 13.2.4, 99% control 

06 MT30 PM/PM10/PM2.5 
0.00132/0.000625

/ 0.0000946 
0.00247/0.00117/ 

0.000177 AP-42, Section 13.2.4, 99% control 

06 SP01 PM/PM10 0.178/0.107 * 0.778/0.467 * Document EPA-450/3-88-008 
06 PM Total 0.836/0.411/0.158 2.043/1.074/0.568 - 
07 CR02 PM/PM10 0.05/0.02 0.09/0.04 AP-42, Table 11.19.2-2, 99% control 

08 MT34 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.254/0.12/0.018 * 0.425/0.201/ 
0.0305 * AP-42, Section 13.2.4 

08 MT35 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.254/0.12/0.018 * 0.425/0.201/ 
0.0305 * AP-42, Section 13.2.4 

08 MT36 PM/PM10/PM2.5 0.254/0.12/0.018 * 0.425/0.201/ 
0.0305 * AP-42, Section 13.2.4 

08 SP02 PM/PM10 0.27/0.16 * 1.19/0.72 * EPA-450/3-88-008 
08 SP05 PM/PM10 0.27/0.16 * 1.19/0.72 * EPA-450/3-88-008 
08 PM Total 1.302 3.655 - 

09 MT16 PM/PM10/PM2.5 
0.0108/0.00511/ 

0.000773 
0.00556/0.00263/ 

0.000398 AP-42, Section 13.2.4, 99% control 

09 MT17 PM/PM10/PM2.5 
0.0108/0.00511/ 

0.000773 
0.00556/0.00263/ 

0.000398 AP-42, Section 13.2.4, 99% control 

09 MT18 PM/PM10/PM2.5 
0.0108/0.00511/ 

0.000773 
0.00556/0.00263/ 

0.000398 AP-42, Section 13.2.4, 99% control 

09 MT19 PM/PM10/PM2.5 
0.0108/0.00511/0.

000773 
0.00556/0.00263/

0.000398 AP-42, Section 13.2.4, 99% control 

09 MT31 PM 0 0 No emissions due to material being wet 
09 MT32 PM 0 0 No emissions due to material being wet 

09 MT33 PM/PM10/PM2.5 
0.00142/0.000674/ 

0.000102 
0.000773/0.000347/ 

0.0000525 AP-42, Section 13.2.4, 99% control 

09 PM Total 0.0446 0.0230 - 
10 MT37 PM 0 0 No emissions due to material being wet 

11 CT01 PM 0.466 * 2.04 * Technical Report EPA 600 7-79-251a, Nov. 
1979 

11 CT02 PM 0.466 * 2.04 * Technical Report EPA 600 7-79-251a, Nov. 
1979 

Ex T01 VOC 0.0205 * 0.09 * Tanks 4.0 
Ex T02 VOC 0.002 * 0.01 * Tanks 4.0 
Ex T03 VOC 0.002 * 0.01 * Tanks 4.0 

* Rates listed assume emissions are uncontrolled except for limited hours. 
Note 1:  PM/PM10 emissions include both filterable and condensable components.  PM/PM10 filterable only emissions result in a 
lower limit (0.015/0.012 lb/million Btu). 
Note 2:  Emissions have been updated to reflect information received February 12, 2007.  Where PM2.5 or PM10 emissions are not 
listed, they are assumed the same as the larger subset.  Also, emergency exempt equipment emissions are based on 500 hours/year 
operation rather than 250 hours/year due to change in SC regulations effective 5/25/07. 
 

FACILITY WIDE POTENTIAL EMISSIONS 
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Uncontrolled Emissions Controlled Emissions Pollutant 

lb/hr TPY@ 8760 hours lb/hr TPY@ 8760 hours 
PM (total) 82,200 359,688 222 927 

PM (filterable) 68,520 299,670 188 778 
PM10 (total) 82,135 359,587 216 916 

PM10 (filterable) 54,775 239,751 148 617 
PM2.5 82,115 359,563 213 912 
SO2 68,402 299,592 1370 5992 
NOx 3,180 13,508 902 3521 
CO 1,737 7,497 1737 7497 

VOC 31 121 31 121 
Lead  -  - 0.22 0.96 

Fluorides  -  - 3.88 17 
Sulfuric Acid Mist  -  - 57 250 

HCl  -  - 31 136 
Total HAPS (incl HF and HCl)  -  - 42 182 

 
Note: Facility-wide emissions includes emissions from exempted sources at the facility. 
Note:  Emissions have been updated to reflect information received February 12, 2007.  Where PM2.5 or PM10 emissions are not listed, 
they are assumed the same as the larger subset. 
 
REGULATORY APPLICABILITY, EMISSION LIMITATIONS, MONITORING AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
General Requirements 
The permit contains requirements regarding operating practices, notifications, record keeping, and other concerns relating to 
emissions.  These requirements include notification for changes to permitted sources or conditions to determine if additional 
permitting is necessary before making those changes (SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section II).  The facility should refer to the permit 
conditions, as well as state and federal regulations, before making changes to permitted sources or adding new sources of emissions. 
 
Based on the facility’s potential emissions exceeding major source levels for several pollutants, the facility is subject to NSR PSD 
review for all pollutants that equal or exceed the significant emissions increase levels.  The PSD limits and requirements apply to PM, 
PM10, SO2, NOx, CO, VOC, lead, fluorides, and sulfuric acid mist and are described in a separate Preliminary Determination 
document with limits listed in the following equipment sections. 
 
Also, based on the facility’s potential HAP emissions exceeding major source levels (> 10 tons/year individual HAP and > 25 
tons/year for combined HAPs) and vacatur of the CAMR regulation, the facility is subject to case-by-case MACT determination.  The 
MACT limits and requirements apply to all HAPs (or surrogates) and are described in a separate Notice of MACT Approval document 
with limits listed in the following equipment sections. 
 
Boiler B01 (and Boiler B02 – see note in next section for B02) 
Fuel:  This boiler is restricted to burning either eastern U.S. coal, eastern U.S. coal blended with up to 30% petcoke (e.g., 3 pounds of 
petcoke with 7 pounds of coal), natural gas, or ultra low sulfur fuel oil (sulfur content of 0.015% or less).  In the event ultra low sulfur 
fuel oil is not commercially available, the facility shall be permitted to burn #2 fuel oil (sulfur content of  0.05% or less).  The facility 
specified the use of #2 fuel oil in the application; however, in review of other recent PSD applications for utilities the fuel oil specified 
is ultra low sulfur fuel oil, if commercially available.  For BACT purposes, this facility should use the same type fuel, and is being 
specified in the permit. 
 
SC Standard No. 1:  This boiler is subject to SC Standard No. 1 with imposed limits of 20% opacity, 0.234 lb/million Btu for PM (E = 
57.84P-0.637 formula result at maximum capacity), and 3.5 lb/million Btu for SO2.  At maximum operation, the total PM emission limit 
equates to 1,334 lb/hr (vs. 41,040 lb/hr uncontrolled and 102.6 lb/hr controlled); and the SO2 emission limit equates to 19,950 lb/hr 
(vs. 34,200 lb/hr uncontrolled and 684 lb/hr or 798 lb/hr controlled).  The limits are based on 6-minute rolling average for opacity, 3-
hour block average for PM, and 24-hour block average for SO2.  Exceptions to the opacity limit are that 60% is allowed for soot 
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blowing (maximum of 6 minutes per hour and 24 minutes per 24 hours).  These limits do not apply during startup and shutdown.  
Based on the size of the boilers, continuous opacity monitors (COMS) must be installed and operated in conformance with 40CFR60 
Performance Specification 1.  COM data must be submitted quarterly to the Bureau.  The boiler must also be tested for compliance 
with PM limits every two years or as required by permit conditions.  This boiler, as established by the Bureau in permit conditions, 
shall conduct a PM source test once every 4 quarters unless the test result is greater than 80% of the permit limit, in which case the 
facility shall conduct a PM source test every 2 quarters until each of 3 consecutive test results show emissions at or below 80% of the 
permit limit, upon which the facility may resume testing every 4 quarters.  Testing and reporting shall follow requirements of Section 
IV of SC Regulation 61-62.1.  Concurrently with PM testing, the facility shall also conduct a Method 9 opacity test.  The facility will 
demonstrate compliance with the SO2 emission limit by CEMS reporting. 
 
Federal Regulation 40CFR60 Subparts A and Da (Revised June 9, 2006):  This boiler is also subject to Federal NSPS Subpart Da that 
imposes an opacity limit of 20%, PM filterable limits of 0.015 lb/million Btu heat input or 0.14 lb/MWh gross electrical output or, 
alternatively, 0.03 lb/million Btu and 99.9% removal efficiency, SO2 limits of 1.4 lb/MWh or 95% removal, and NOX limits of 1.0 
lb/MWh or 0.6 lb/million Btu and 60% removal.   The opacity limit includes an allowance for an elevated limit of 27% for one 6-
minute period per hour and 4 6-minute periods per 24 hours, and the opacity limit does not apply during startups, shutdowns, or 
malfunctions.  Should the facility use a PM CEMS to show compliance with the PM limit, the opacity limit would not apply and a 
COMS would not be required..  The opacity limit is based on 6-minute block averages taken during a 1-hour period, the PM limit is 
based on a 3-hour block average, the SO2 limit is based on a 30-day rolling average, and the NOX limit is based on a 30-day rolling 
average.  Compliance with the opacity limit is by Method 9.  Compliance with the PM limit is by CEMS (3-hr block average) or by 
biennial source testing (average of (3) 1-hour tests).  Compliance with the SO2 and NOX limits is by CEMS (30-day rolling averages).  
Compliance with the mercury limit is use of CEMS based on 365-day averaging period. 
 
The above opacity limits for Standard No. 1 and Subpart Da are combined to reflect the most stringent portions of each limit as shown 
in the tabulated table following this listing of applicable regulations.  To meet the limits concurrently, excursions above the 20% level 
are allowed for only (1) 6-minute period per hour and (4) 6-minute periods per day up to a maximum of 27% and only for soot-
blowing.  The limit does not apply during startups and shutdowns. 
 
SC Regulation 61-62.60- Subpart Da.  While the federal NSPS Subpart Da has been vacated, South Carolina’s NSPS standards 
(incorporated by reference) remain intact.  Until the state repeals Subpart Da, Santee Cooper must demonstrate compliance with the 
requirements.   Da specifies a mercury emission limit of 0.020 lb/GWh (0.0132 lb/hr at 660 MW) for boilers that burn only 
bituminous coal and requires the use of a CEMS for determining compliance, based on a 12-month rolling average.  
 
SC Standard No. 7:  This boiler is also subject to SC Standard No. 7 based on BACT requirements as a PSD source.  The BACT 
review has established limits of  0.018 lb/million Btu for total PM, 0.015 lb/million Btu for filterable PM, 0.018 lb/million Btu for 
total PM10, 0.012 lb/million Btu for filterable PM10, 0.12 lb/million Btu (30-day average) and  for SO2, 0.07 lb/million Btu (30-day 
average) and  for NOX, 0.15 lb/million Btu for CO, 0.0024 lb/million Btu for VOC, 1.91 x 10-5 lb/million Btu for lead, 0.005 
lb/million Btu  for sulfuric acid, and 3.41 x 10-4 lb/million Btu for fluorides.  The BACT limit cannot be less stringent than other 
federal requirements and in the case of PM, Subpart Da establishes a filterable PM limit of 0.015 lb/million Btu.  The Subpart Da limit 
specifies Method 5 testing which is for filterable only; therefore the BACT limit must be set at 0.015 lb/million Btu for filterable with 
the 0.018 lb/million Btu representing total PM including condensable particulate.  The averaging period for each of these limits is 3-
hour block average unless otherwise specified.  See the Preliminary Determination document for details describing the BACT limits.  
Compliance with SC Standard No. 7 limits requires initial source testing and any repeat source testing as determined necessary by the 
Bureau.  The Bureau has determined that initial source testing is sufficient for demonstrating compliance with the limits, except for 
SO2 and NOX limits that can be demonstrated by rolling averages from CEMS data. 
 
The application mentions PM2.5 as a regulated pollutant; however, there are no defined requirements in place except for relying on 
compliance with PM10 requirements as surrogate.  EPA may issue requirements specific to PM2.5 in the near future and if those 
requirements are in place before these new units begin operation, the Bureau may choose to reopen the permit, if appropriate, to 
include those additional PM2.5 requirements. 
 
SC Regulation 61-62.72:  This boiler is subject to the Acid Rain Program.  The facility must submit an acid rain permit application 2 
years in advance of operation of the boiler, and must obtain allowances to cover the SO2 and NOx emissions.  The facility will install 
CEMS for reporting these emissions quarterly to EPA. 
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SC Regulation 61-62.96:  This boiler is subject to the Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) and Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Budget Trading Program 
General Provisions.  The facility must submit a NOx Budget Program application to cover the NOx emissions during each ozone 
season.  If  the unit does not operate prior to the effective date of the CAIR program, then the CAIR program will supersede the NOx 
Budget Program.  The facility will install CEMS for reporting these emissions quarterly to EPA.  Federal CAIR has been vacated, but 
no mandate has been issued; therefore federal CAIR is still intact.  South Carolina has incorporated the CAIR requirements into the 
state regulations.  Santee Cooper shall comply with the federal CAIR until a mandate is issued.  Santee Cooper shall also comply with 
the state CAIR until it is repealed. 
 
Federal Clean Air Mercury Rule:  In the draft PSD permit, this boiler was deemed subject to the Clean Air Mercury Rule (CAMR).  
Subsequent to issuance of the draft PSD permit, the CAMR regulation was vacated.  The facility will instead be subject to case-by-
case MACT requirements (see that paragraph below).  While the federal CAMR has been vacated, South Carolina has incorporated 
CAMR into the state regulations.  Santee Cooper will comply with state CAMR until it is repealed. 
 
 
Case-by-case MACT:  This boiler will be subject to case-by-case MACT limits for hazardous air pollutants (HAPs).  The case-by-case 
MACT analysis has established surrogate limits for certain combinations of HAPs.  A limit of 8.0E-06 lb/MWh (maximum of 46.3 
lb/yr) based on a 12-month rolling average applies to mercury.  A limit of 0.012 lb/million BTU (3-hour average) applies to filterable 
PM10 emissions as a surrogate for non-mercury metal HAPs.  A limit of 0.12 lb/million BTU (30-day average) applies to SO2 
emissions as a surrogate for acid gas HAPs.  A limit of 0.15 lb/million BTU (30-day average) applies to CO emissions as a surrogate 
for organic HAPs.  Refer to the Notice of MACT Approval for additional details associated with these limits. 
 
Tabulated requirements for Boiler 1 incorporating the above limits are: 
(Note that 60/180 represents within 60 days of establishing full production but not less than 180 days after start of operation) 
 
Equip ID Pollutant/ 

Parameter 
Limit Basis Averaging 

Period 
Monitoring Reporting 

B01 Opacity 20%, except 27% for 
soot blowing only for 
one 6-minute period 
per hour, maximum 
of 4 6-minute periods 
per 24 hours  
(excludes startups 
and shutdowns) 

SC Std. 1and  
40CFR60 Subpart 
Da 

6-minute 
rolling 
average  
 

Method 9 source test 
every 6 or 12 months 
(initial test within 
60/180 days) 

Within 30 days 
of test 
completion 

B01 Opacity N/A SC Std. 1 6 minutes COMS Quarterly 
B01 PM 

(filterable) 
Lesser of 0.6 
lb/million Btu or 
57.84 P –0.637 

SC Std. 1 3 hours (three 
1-hour tests) 

Method 5, 5b, or 17 
source test every 6 or 
12 months 

Within 30 days 
of test 
completion 

B01 PM 
(filterable) 

0.015 lb/million Btu 
heat input, or 
0.14 lb/ thousand 
MWh gross electrical 
output (alternate limit 
0.03 lb/million Btu 
and 99.9% reduction 
efficiency) 

NSPS Subpart Da 3 hours (three 
1-hour tests) 

Initial source test 
(within 60/180 days) 

Within 60/180 
days 

B01 PM 
(filterable) 

0.015 lb/million Btu SC Std. 7 
 

3 hours (three 
1-hour tests)  

Initial source test 
 

Within 30 days 
of test 
completion 

B01 PM (total) 0.018 lb/million Btu SC Std. 7 3 hours (three 
1-hour tests) 

Initial source test Within 30 days 
of test 
completion 

B01 PM10 
(filterable) 

0.012 lb/million Btu SC Std. 7 
SC 61-62.63 

3 hours (three 
1-hour tests) 

Initial source test 
and CEMS 

Within 30 days 
of test 
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and 30 days 
rolling avg 

 completion 

B01 PM10 
(total) 

0.018 lb/million Btu SC Std. 7 3 hours (three 
1-hour tests) 

Initial source test Within 30 days 
of test 
completion 

B01 SO2 3.5 lb/million Btu SC Std. 1 24 hours CEMS Quarterly 
B01 SO2 1.4 lb/MWh or 

95% reduction 
NSPS Subpart Da 30 days 

rolling 
average 

Initial source test 
(within 60/180 days) 

Within 60/180 
days 

B01 SO2 0.12 lb/million Btu  SC Std. 7 
SC 61-62.63 

As approved 
and 30 days 
rolling av 
rolling 

Initial source test and 
CEMS 

 Quarterly 

B01 NOx 0.6 lb/million Btu 
and 65% reduction or 
1.0 lb/MWh 

NSPS Subpart Da 30 days 
rolling 
average 

Initial source test 
(within 60/180 days) 

Within 60/180 
days 

B01 NOx 0.07 lb/million Btu SC Std. 7 30 days 
rolling 
average 

CEMS Quarterly 

B01 CO 0.15 lb/million Btu SC Std. 7 
SC 61-62.63 

3-hour block 
average and 
30 days 
rolling avg 

Initial source test 
and  CEMS 

Within 30 days 
of test 
completion 

B01 VOC 0.0024 lb/million Btu SC Std. 7 3-hour block 
average 

Initial source test Within 30 days 
of test 
completion 

B01 Lead 1.91 x 10-5 lb/million 
Btu 

SC Std. 7 3-hour block 
average 

Initial source test Within 30 days 
of test 
completion 

B01 Fluorides 3.41 x 10-4 lb/million 
Btu 

SC Std. 7 3-hour block 
average 

Initial source test Within 30 days 
of test 
completion 

B01 Sulfuric 
Acid Mist 

0.005 lb/106 lb/Btu SC Std. 7 3-hour block 
average 

Initial source test Within 30 days 
of test 
completion 

B01 Mercury 20 x 10-6 lb/MWh NSPS Subpart Da 12 month 
rolling 
average 

Initial  Within 60/180 
days 

B01 PM10 
(filterable) 

0.012 lb/million BTU case-by-case 
MACT 

3-hour block 
average 

Initial, Annual Within 30 days 
of test 
completion 

B01 SO2 0.12 lb/million BTU case-by-case 
MACT 

30-day 
rolling 
average 

CEMS (ongoing) 
 
Initial and Annual 
Source Tests for HCl 
and HF 

Quarterly 
 
Within 30 days 
of test 
completion 

B01 CO 0.15 lb/million BTU case-by-case 
MACT 

30-day 
rolling 
average 

CEMS (ongoing) Quarterly 

B01 Mercury 8.0E-06 lb/MWh 
 
 
46.3 lb/yr 

case-by-case 
MACT 

365-day 
rolling 
agerage 
365-day 

Initial, CEMS 
(ongoing) 

Quarterly 
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rolling sum 

Note:  The term “60/180 days” means the source test must be conducted within 60 days of achieving full production but no later than 
180 days after start of operation. 
 
Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM):  Boiler B01 potential-to-emit exceeds Title V threshold limits (PTE >10/25 TPY HAP or 
>100 TPY criteria pollutants), after controls for PM10, SO2, NOx, and CO. Since PM10, SO2, and NOx will have federally enforceable 
limits and control devices in use to meet those limits, CAM applies for those pollutants.  CO is uncontrolled and therefore CAM does 
not apply.  This boiler is a large PSEU and must comply with CAM within 180 days of startup of these new sources.  With CEMS 
being used for reporting of PM, SO2 and NOx emissions, the facility is expected to request CCDM status for those pollutants, 
exempting CAM requirements.  This permit will contain language indicating CAM applicability and the facility will be required to 
submit monitoring ranges for the CAM plan for PM emissions should they not apply for the exemption, and comply with CAM 
requirements within 180 days of startup of this boiler. 
 
Boiler B02 
Since this boiler is identical in size to Boiler B01, the requirements are identical to those specified for Boiler B01.  Refer to Boiler B01 
details above since repeating those would be duplicative and unnecessary.  
 
Limiting Maximum Emissions From Boilers 1 and 2 
SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2):  This regulation, as revised May 25, 2007, allows the Department to include special limits 
considered appropriate by the Department.  In addition to BACT limits that assure use of best control technology to limit emissions of 
pollutants subject to PSD review, the Department determined  mass emission limits are also necessary to assure the facility does not 
exceed the level of emissions as applied for in the application.  Normally, these mass emission rates are contained in Attachment A of 
construction permits for which facilities have demonstrated compliance with those rates prior to permit issuance, and may 
administratively amend those rates, if necessary, by simply updating the modeling analysis.  Compliance with the modeled emission 
rates in Attachment A is a state only enforceable requirement.  For this permit, the Department believes it is essential to include 
maximum emission rates as limits and specify ongoing monitoring that demonstrate the facility will be adhering to those maximum 
emission rates as applied for in the application.  The mass limit is determined by multiplying the maximum heat rate (million Btu/hr) 
by the BACT limit (lb/million Btu), increased by a factor of 53.3% for each boiler, and specified at the combined mass rate for both 
boilers.  For monitoring of pollutants that do not have CEMS, only the pollutant that has the source test result with the emission rate 
closest to the limit, percent basis, need be monitored since the other pollutants would automatically show compliance. 
 

Equip ID Pollutant/ 
Parameter 

Limit Basis Averaging 
Period 

Monitoring Reportin
g 

B01 and B02  PM 
(filterable) 

1.36 tons/day, each; 
2.05 tons/day, 
combined 

SC Reg 61-62.1, 
Section II(J)(2) 

24 hour block 
sum 

Calculated from most 
recent source test and 
hourly heat rate 

Quarterly 

B01and B02  PM (total) 1.64 tons/day, each; 
2.46 tons/day, 
combined 

SC Reg 61-62.1, 
Section II(J)(2) 

24 hour block 
sum 

Calculated from most 
recent source test and 
hourly heat rate 

Quarterly 

B01 and B02 PM10 
(filterable) 

1.09 tons/day, each; 
1.64 tons/day, total 

SC Reg 61-62.1, 
Section II(J)(2) 

24 hour block 
sum 

Calculated from most 
recent source test and 
hourly heat rate 

Quarterly 

B01 and B02 PM10 
(total) 

21.64 tons/day, each; 
2.46 tons/day, 
combined 

SC Reg 61-62.1, 
Section II(J)(2) 

24 hour block 
sum 

Calculated from most 
recent source test and 
hourly heat rate 

Quarterly 

B01and B02  SO2 10.92 tons/day, each; 
16.42 tons/day, 
combined 

SC Reg 61-62.1, 
Section II(J)(2) 

24 hour block 
sum 

CEMS Quarterly 

B01and B02  NOx 6.37 tons/day, each; 
9.58 tons/day, 
combined 

SC Reg 61-62.1, 
Section II(J)(2) 

24 hour block 
sum 

CEMS Quarterly 

B01and B02  CO 13.65 tons/day, each; 
20.52 tons/day, 

SC Reg 61-62.1, 
Section II(J)(2) 

24 hour block 
sum 

Calculated from most 
recent source test and 

Quarterly 
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combined hourly heat rate 

B01and B02  VOC 0.22 tons/day, each; 
0.33 tons/day, 
combined 

SC Reg 61-62.1, 
Section II(J)(2) 

24 hour block 
sum 

Calculated from most 
recent source test and 
hourly heat rate 

Quarterly 

B01and B02  Lead 0.0017 tons/day, each; 
0.0026 tons/day, 
combined 

SC Reg 61-62.1, 
Section II(J)(2) 

24 hour block 
sum 

Calculated from most 
recent source test and 
hourly heat rate 

Quarterly 

B01and B02  Fluorides 0.031 tons/day, each; 
0.047 tons/day, 
combined 

SC Reg 61-62.1, 
Section II(J)(2) 

24 hour block 
sum 

Calculated from most 
recent source test and 
hourly heat rate 

Quarterly 

B01and B02  Sulfuric 
Acid Mist 

0.455 tons/day, each; 
0.684 tons/day, 
combined 

SC Reg 61-62.1, 
Section II(J)(2) 

24 hour block 
sum 

Calculated from most 
recent source test and 
hourly heat rate 

Quarterly 

 
The mass emission limits for the PSD pollutants for each boiler are calculated as follows (these corrected calculations supersede the 
incorrect calculations contained in the original draft permit and draft Statement of Basis that were public noticed on October 9, 2007: 
 
PM (filterable):  BACT rate of 0.015 lb/million Btu x 5700 million Btu/hr x 24 hrs x 1 ton/2000 lbs = 1.026 tons/day/boiler 
 Limit for operation of one boiler only = 1.026 x 1.33 = 1.36 tons/day.  (Not 2.09 tons/day as stated in original Statement of Basis) 
 Limit for combined boilers = 1.026 x 2 = 2.05 tons/day.  (not 2.72 tons/day) 
 
PM (total):  BACT rate of 0.018 lb/million Btu x 5700 million Btu/hr x 24 hrs x 1 ton/2000 lbs = 1.231 tons/day/boiler 
 Limit for operation of one boiler only = 1.231 x 1.33 = 1.64 tons/day.  (not 2.51 tons/day) 
 Limit for combined boilers = 1.231 x 2 = 2.46 tons/day.  (not 3.28 tons/day) 
 
PM10 (filterable):  BACT rate of 0.012 lb/million Btu x 5700 million Btu/hr x 24 hrs x 1 ton/2000 lbs = 0.821 tons/day/boiler 
 Limit for operation of one boiler only = 0.821 x 1.33 = 1.09 tons/day.  (not 1.67 tons/day) 
 Limit for combined boilers = 0.821 x 2 = 1.64 tons/day.  (not 2.18 tons/day) 
 
PM10 (total):  BACT rate of 0.018 lb/million Btu x 5700 million Btu/hr x 24 hrs x 1 ton/2000 lbs = 1.231 tons/day/boiler 
 Limit for operation of one boiler only = 1.231 x 1.33 = 1.64 tons/day.  (not 2.51 tons/day) 
 Limit for combined boilers = 1.231 x 2 = 2.46 tons/day.  (not 3.28 tons/day) 
 
SO2:  BACT rate of 0.12 lb/million Btu x 5700 million Btu/hr x 24 hrs x 1 ton/2000 lbs = 8.208 tons/day/boiler 
 Limit for operation of one boiler only = 8.208 x 1.33 = 10.92 tons/day.  (not 16.74 tons/day) 
 Limit for combined boilers = 8.208 x 2 = 16.42 tons/day.  (not 21.84 tons/day) 
 
NOx:  BACT rate of 0.07 lb/million Btu x 5700 million Btu/hr x 24 hrs x 1 ton/2000 lbs = 4.788 tons/day/boiler 
 Limit for operation of one boiler only = 4.788 x 1.33 = 6.37 tons/day.  (not 9.77 tons/day) 
 Limit for combined boilers = 4.788 x 2 = 9.58 tons/day.  (not 12.74 tons/day) 
 
CO:  BACT rate of 0.15 lb/million Btu x 5700 million Btu/hr x 24 hrs x 1 ton/2000 lbs = 10.26 tons/day/boiler 
 Limit for operation of one boiler only = 10.26 x 1.33 = 13.65 tons/day.  (not 20.93 tons/day) 
 Limit for combined boilers = 10.26 x 2 = 20.52 tons/day.  (not 27.30 tons/day) 
 
VOC:  BACT rate of 0.0024 lb/million Btu x 5700 million Btu/hr x 24 hrs x 1 ton/2000 lbs = 0.164 tons/day/boiler 
 Limit for operation of one boiler only = 0.164 x 1.33 = 0.22 tons/day.  (not 0.34 tons/day) 
 Limit for combined boilers = 0.164 x 2 = 0.33 tons/day.  (not 0.44 tons/day) 
 
Lead:  BACT rate of 1.91E-05 lb/million Btu x 5700 million Btu/hr x 24 hrs x 1 ton/2000 lbs = 0.0013 tons/day/boiler 
 Limit for operation of one boiler only = 0.0013 x 1.33 = 0.0017 tons/day.  (not 0.0028 tons/day) 
 Limit for combined boilers = 0.0013 x 2 = 0.0026 tons/day.  (not 0.0036 tons/day) 
 
Fluorides:  BACT rate of 3.41E-04 lb/million Btu x 5700 million Btu/hr x 24 hrs x 1 ton/2000 lbs = 0.0233 tons/day/boiler 
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 Limit for operation of one boiler only = 0.0233 x 1.33 = 0.031 tons/day.  (not 0.048 tons/day) 
 Limit for combined boilers = 0.0233 x 2 = 0.047 tons/day.  (not 0.062 tons/day) 
 
Sulfuric Acid Mist:  BACT rate of 0.005 lb/million Btu x 5700 million Btu/hr x 24 hrs x 1 ton/2000 lbs = 0.342 tons/day/boiler 
 Limit for operation of one boiler only = 0.342 x 1.33 = 0.455 tons/day.  (not 0.69 tons/day) 
 Limit for combined boilers = 0.342 x 2 = 0.684 tons/day.  (not 0.90 tons/day) 
 
Coal Material Transfer (Unit ID03) 
SC Standard No. 4:  The coal handling process is subject to SC Standard No. 4.   The affected processes are limited to an opacity limit 
of 20% and processes that have material throughput have a PM limit defined by the formula E = (F) (55.0 P0.11 – 40) where in this case 
F=1 and P is greater than 30 tph.  The PM limit is 76.23 lb/hr (compared to actual emissions of 39.24 lb/hr uncontrolled and 6.57 lb/hr 
controlled) based on a maximum throughput of 900 tons/hr. 
 
SC Standard No. 7:  Because this is a PSD project and the coal material transfer process has emissions of one of the PSD pollutants, 
PM, emissions are restricted to the maximum potential controlled emission rate stated in the application which is 6.57 lb/hr. 
 
Federal Regulation 40CFR60 Subparts A and Y:  Portions of the coal handling process are also subject to New Source Performance 
Standards Subpart Y.  The affected sources (conveying and processing equipment associated with size reduction) are limited to an 
opacity limit of 20%.  PM limits specified by Subpart Y apply to thermal dryers and pneumatic coal cleaning systems, neither of 
which is to be installed at this facility. 
 
Tabulated requirements for the coal material transfer incorporating the above limits are: 
 

Unit 
ID 

Equip ID Pollutant/
Parameter 

Limit Basis Averaging 
Period 

Monitoring Reporting 

03 Each Opacity 20% SC Std. 4 None Visual inspection 
(Method 9 if source 
test required), or 
baghouse/water mist 
dust collector 
pressure drop where 
applicable 

Semi-annually 

03 MT10 
MT11 
MT12 

Opacity 20% 40CFR60 
Subpart Y 

6 minutes  Initial source test 
(Method 9) 

60 / 180 days 

03 Combined PM 76.23 lb/hr SC Std. 4 3 hours (3 1-
hour tests) 

Not required (Method 
5 if test required) 

Not required 

03 Combined PM 6.57 lb/hr SC Std. 7 3 hours Representative source 
test (Method 5 if test 
required) (See Note 1) 

60 / 180 days 
(if unit is 
selected) 

Note 1:  This material handling system as well as the other material handling systems will undergo source testing to determine 
compliance with the SC Standard No. 7 PSD limits.  However, only one source test will be required for each type of similar baghouses 
or water mist dust collectors from all material handling processes to avoid unnecessary testing duplication.  Initial source testing shall 
be conducted for each type baghouse or water mist dust collector used for highest emitting sources.  Proposed sources to be tested 
shall be submitted to the Bureau for review and approval prior to testing. 
 
Petcoke Material Transfer (Unit ID 04) 
SC Standard No. 4:  The petcoke material transfer process is subject to SC Standard No. 4.   The affected processes are limited to an 
opacity limit of 20% and processes that have material throughput have a PM limit defined by the formula E = (F) (55.0 P0.11 – 40) 
where in this case F=1 and P is greater than 30 tph.  The PM limit is 76.23 lb/hr (compared to actual emissions of 4.49 lb/hr 
uncontrolled and 2.51 lb/hr controlled) based on a maximum throughput of 900 tons/hr. 
 
SC Standard No. 7:  Because this is a PSD project and the petcoke material transfer process has emissions of one of the PSD 
pollutants, PM, emissions are restricted to the maximum potential controlled emission rate stated in the application which is 2.51 lb/hr. 
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Tabulated requirements for the petcoke material transfer incorporating the above limits are: 
 

Unit 
ID 

Equip ID Pollutant/
Parameter 

Limit Basis Averaging 
Period 

Monitoring Reporting 

04 Each Opacity 20% SC Std. 4 None Visual inspection 
(Method 9 if source 
test required), or 
baghouse/water mist 
dust eliminator 
pressure drop where 
applicable 

Semi-
annually 

04 Combined PM 76.23 lb/hr SC Std. 4 3 hours (3 1-hour 
tests) 

Not required (Method 
5 if test required) 

Not required 

04 Combined PM 2.51 lb/hr SC Std. 7 3 hours Representative source 
test (Method 5 if test 
required) 

60 / 180 days 
(if unit is 
selected) 

 
Coal-Petcoke Crusher (Unit ID 05) 
SC Standard No. 4:  The coal-petcoke crusher process is subject to SC Standard No. 4.   The affected processes are limited to an 
opacity limit of 20% and processes that have material throughput have a PM limit defined by the formula E = (F) (55.0 P0.11 – 40) 
where in this case F=1 and P is greater than 30 tph.  The PM limit is 76.23 lb/hr (compared to actual emissions of 59 lb/hr 
uncontrolled and 0.59 lb/hr controlled) based on a maximum throughput of 900 tons/hr. 
 
SC Standard No. 7:  Because this is a PSD project and the coal-petcoke crusher process has emissions of one of the PSD pollutants, 
PM, emissions are restricted to the maximum potential controlled emission rate stated in the application which is 0.59 lb/hr. 
 
Federal Regulation 40CFR60 Subparts A and Y:  The coal crushing process is also subject to New Source Performance Standards 
Subpart Y.  The affected sources are limited to an opacity limit of 20%.  PM limits specified by Subpart Y apply to thermal dryers and 
pneumatic coal cleaning systems, neither of which is to be installed at this facility. 
 
Tabulated requirements for the coal-petcoke crusher process incorporating the above limits are: 
 

Unit 
ID 

Equip ID Pollutant/
Parameter 

Limit Basis Averaging 
Period 

Monitoring Reporting 

05 CR01 Opacity 20% SC Std. 4 None Visual inspection 
(Method 9 if source 
test required), or 
baghouse/water mist 
dust eliminator 
pressure drop where 
applicable 

Semi-
annually 

05 CR01 Opacity 20% 40CFR60 
Subpart Y 

6 minutes Initial source test 
(Method 9) 

60 / 180 days 

05 CR01 PM 76.23 lb/hr SC Std. 4 3 hours (3 1-
hour tests) 

Not required (Method 
5 if test required) 

Not required 

05 CR01 PM 0.59 lb/hr SC Std. 7 3 hours Representative source 
test (Method 5 if test 
required) 

60 / 180 days 
(if unit is 
selected) 

 
Limestone Material Transfer (Unit ID 06) 
SC Standard No. 4:  The limestone material transfer process is subject to SC Standard No. 4.   The affected processes are limited to an 
opacity limit of 20% and processes that have material throughput have a PM limit defined by the formula E = (F) (55.0 P0.11 – 40) 
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where in this case F=1 and P is greater than 30 tph..  The PM limit is 53.55 lb/hr (compared to actual emissions of 1.62 lb/hr 
uncontrolled and 0.836 lb/hr controlled) based on a maximum throughput of 125 tons/hr. 
 
SC Standard No. 7:  Because this is a PSD project and the limestone material transfer process has emissions of one of the PSD 
pollutants, PM, emissions are restricted to the maximum potential controlled emission rate stated in the application which is 0.40 lb/hr. 
 
Federal Regulation 40CFR60 Subparts A and OOO:  Portions of the limestone handling process are also subject to New Source 
Performance Standards Subpart OOO.  The affected processes are limited to an opacity limit of 7% from conveyor transfer point 
stacks and baghouse stacks, and 10% from fugitive sources.  Each point source is also limited to PM emissions of 0.022 grains/dscf. 
 
Tabulated requirements for the limestone material transfer incorporating the above limits are: 
 

Unit 
ID 

Equip ID Pollutant/
Parameter 

Limit Basis Averaging 
Period 

Monitoring Reporting 

06 Each Opacity 20% SC Std. 4 None Visual inspection 
(Method 9 if source 
test required), or 
baghouse/water mist 
dust eliminator 
pressure drop where 
applicable 

Semi-
annually 

06 MT23 
MT24 
MT25 
MT28 
MT29 
MT30 

Opacity 7% 40CFR60 
Subpart OOO 

6 minutes  Initial source test 
(Method 9) 

60 / 180 days 

06 MT20 
MT21 
MT22 
MT26 
MT27 

Opacity 10% 40CFR60 
Subpart OOO 

6 minutes  Initial source test 
(Method 9) 

60 / 180 days 

06 MT23 
MT24 
MT25 
MT28 
MT29 
MT30 

PM 0.022 
grains/dscf 

40CFR60 
Subpart OOO 

3 hours (3 1-hour 
tests) 

Initial source test 
(Method 5) 

60 / 180 days 

06 Combined PM 53.55 lb/hr SC Std. 4 3 hours (3 1-hour 
tests) 

Not required (Method 
5 if test required) 

Not required 

06 Combined PM 0.84 lb/hr SC Std. 7 3 hours Representative source 
test (Method 5 if test 
required) 

60 / 180 days 
(if unit is 
selected) 

 
Limestone Crusher (Unit ID 07) 
SC Standard No. 4:  The coal handling process is subject to SC Standard No. 4.   The affected processes are limited to an opacity limit 
of 20% and processes that have material throughput have a PM limit defined by the formula E = (F) (55.0 P0.11 – 40) where in this case 
F=1 and P is greater than 30 tph.  The PM limit is 53.55 lb/hr (compared to actual emissions of 5.0 lb/hr uncontrolled and 0.05 lb/hr 
controlled) based on a maximum throughput of 125 tons/hr. 
 
SC Standard No. 7:  Because this is a PSD project and the limestone crusher process has emissions of one of the PSD pollutants, PM, 
emissions are restricted to the maximum potential controlled emission rate stated in the application which is 0.05 lb/hr. 
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Federal Regulation 40CFR60 Subparts A and OOO:  The limestone crusher is subject to New Source Performance Standards Subpart 
OOO.  The crusher is limited to an opacity limit of 7% from the baghouse stack.  The crusher (as a point source) is also limited to PM 
emissions of 0.022 grains/dscf. 
 
Tabulated requirements for the limestone crusher process incorporating the above limits are: 
 

Unit 
ID 

Equip ID Pollutant/
Parameter 

Limit Basis Averaging 
Period 

Monitoring Reporting 

07 CR02 Opacity 20% SC Std. 4 None Visual inspection 
(Method 9 if source 
test required), or 
baghouse/water mist 
dust eliminator 
pressure drop where 
applicable 

Semi-
annually 

07 CR02 PM 53.55 lb/hr SC Std. 4 3 hours (3 1-hour 
tests) 

Not required (Method 
5 if test required) 

Not required 

07 CR01 Opacity 7% 40CFR60 
Subpart OOO 

6 minutes  Initial source test 
(Method 9) 

60 / 180 days 

07 CR02 PM 0.05 lb/hr SC Std. 7 3 hours Representative source 
test (Method 5 if test 
required) 

60 / 180 days 
(if unit is 
selected) 

07 CR02 PM 0.022 
grains/dscf 

40CFR60 
Subpart OOO 

3 hours (3 1-hour 
tests) 

Initial source test 
(Method 5) 

60 / 180 days 

 
Gypsum Material Transfer (ID 08) 
SC Standard No. 4:  The gypsum material transfer process is subject to SC Standard No. 4.   The affected processes are limited to an 
opacity limit of 20% and processes that have material throughput have a PM limit defined by the formula E = (F) (55.0 P0.11 – 40) 
where in this case F=1 and P is greater than 30 tph.  The PM limit is 60.50 lb/hr (compared to actual emissions of 1.302 lb/hr 
uncontrolled and no controls present) based on a maximum throughput of 240 tons/hr. 
 
SC Standard No. 7:  Because this is a PSD project and the gypsum material transfer process has emissions of one of the PSD 
pollutants, PM, emissions are restricted to the maximum potential emission rate stated in the application which is 1.302 lb/hr. 
 
Federal Regulation 40CFR60 Subparts A and OOO:  Portions of the gypsum material transfer system are subject to New Source 
Performance Standard Subpart OOO.  The affected fugitive processes are limited to an opacity limit of 10%. 
 
Tabulated requirements for the gypsum material transfer incorporating the above limits are: 
 

Unit 
ID 

Equip ID Pollutant/
Parameter 

Limit Basis Averaging 
Period 

Monitoring Reporting 

08 Each Opacity 20% SC Std. 4 None Visual inspection 
(Method 9 if source 
test required) 

Semi-
annually 

08 MT34 
MT35 
MT36 

Opacity 10% 40CFR60 
Subpart OOO 

6 minutes  Initial source test 
(Method 9) 

60 / 180 days 

08 Combined PM 60.50 lb/hr SC Std. 4 3 hours (3 1-
hour tests) 

Not required (Method 
5 if test required) 

Not required 

08 Combined PM 1.30 lb/hr SC Std. 7 3 hours Representative source 
test (Method 5 or 
other approved 
method if test 

60 / 180 days 
(if unit is 
selected) 
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required) 

 
Fly Ash Material Transfer (Unit ID 09) 
SC Standard No. 4:  The coal handling process is subject to SC Standard No. 4.   The affected processes are limited to an opacity limit 
of 20% and processes that have material throughput have a PM limit defined by the formula E = (F) (55.0 P0.11 – 40) where in this case 
F=1 and P is greater than 30 tph.  The PM limit is 63.00 lb/hr (compared to actual emissions of 4.462 lb/hr uncontrolled and 0.04462 
lb/hr controlled) based on a maximum throughput of 300 tons/hr. 
 
SC Standard No. 7:  Because this is a PSD project and the fly ash material transfer process has emissions of one of the PSD pollutants, 
PM, emissions are restricted to the maximum potential controlled emission rate stated in the application which is 0.04462 lb/hr. 
 
Tabulated requirements for the fly ash material transfer incorporating the above limits are: 
 

Unit 
ID 

Equip ID Pollutant/
Parameter 

Limit Basis Averaging 
Period 

Monitoring Reporting 

09 Each Opacity 20% SC Std. 4 None Visual inspection 
(Method 9 if source 
test required), or 
baghouse/water mist 
dust eliminator 
pressure drop where 
applicable 

Semi-
annually 

09 Combined PM 63.00 lb/hr SC Std. 4 3 hours (3 1-
hour tests) 

Not required (Method 
5 if test required) 

Not required 

09 Combined PM 0.045 lb/hr SC Std. 7 3 hours Representative source 
test (Method 5 if test 
required) 

60 / 180 days 
(if unit is 
selected) 

 
Bottom Ash Material Transfer (Unit ID 10) 
SC Standard No. 4:  The coal handling process is subject to SC Standard No. 4.   The affected processes are limited to an opacity limit 
of 20% and processes that have material throughput have a PM limit defined by the formula E = (F) (55.0 P0.11 – 40) where in this case 
F=1 and P is greater than 30 tph.  The PM limit would be 63.00 lb/hr (compared to no actual emissions since this is a wet process) 
based on a maximum throughput of 300 tons/hr, but the limit is not being included in the permit since it is a wet process. 
 
SC Standard No. 7:  Since this is a wet process and there are no PM emissions, there is no PM limit being stated in this permit. 
 
Tabulated requirements for the bottom ash material transfer incorporating the above limits are: 
 

Unit 
ID 

Equip ID Pollutant/
Parameter 

Limit Basis Averaging 
Period 

Monitoring Reporting 

10 Each Opacity 20% SC Std. 4 None Visual inspection 
(Method 9 if source 
test required) 

Semi-
annually 

 
Cooling Towers (Unit ID 11) 
SC Standard No. 4:  The cooling tower process is subject to SC Standard No. 4.   The affected processes are limited to an opacity limit 
of 20% and since these processes do not result in a product, the PM limit is not applicable. 
 
SC Standard No. 7:  Because this is a PSD project and the cooling tower process has emissions of one of the PSD pollutants, PM, 
emissions are restricted to the level determined to represent BACT.  Each of the cooling towers shall achieve a drift loss of 0.0005%, 
with a resulting emission rate not exceeding 4.66 lb/hr.  The facility shall obtain a vendor performance guarantee that the cooling 
towers shall meet this drift loss efficiency. 
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The cooling towers are not subject to 40CFR63 Subpart Q (Industrial Cooling Towers) since that subpart applies only to those cooling 
towers that are operated with chromium-based water treatment chemicals.  These cooling towers will not use those chemicals. 
 
Tabulated requirements for the cooling towers incorporating the above limits are: 
 

Unit 
ID 

Equip ID Pollutant/
Parameter 

Limit Basis Averaging 
Period 

Monitoring Reporting 

11 CT01, 
CT02 

Opacity 20%, each SC Std. 4 None None (emissions will 
not be discernible) 

None 

11 CT01, 
CT02 

PM 0.0005% 
drift loss, 
each 

SC Std. 7 N/A N/A N/A 

 
Note:  The application was based on a drift loss efficiency of 0.005% and emissions calculated using that rate.  The drift loss 
efficiency stated above and in the draft permit (0.0005%) is based on similar levels in other recently approved permits for similar 
facilities.  The emissions using the revised drift loss efficiency are 0.466 lb/hr for each cooling tower, equivalent to 2.04 tons/year for 
each cooling tower, which is one tenth the level stated in the draft permit. 
 
Six Anhydrous Ammonia Storage Tanks 
SC Regulation 61-62.68:  Anhydrous ammonia is a listed 112(r) chemical and the facility will store more than 10,000 pounds on site.  
The six 30,000 gallon anhydrous ammonia storage tanks will be subject to SC Regulation 61-62.68 and must submit a Risk 
Management Plan prior to storage of the chemical on site. 
 
Tabulated requirements for the anhydrous ammonia storage tanks incorporating the above limits are: 
 

Equip ID Pollutant/ 
Parameter 

Limit Basis Averaging 
Period 

Monitoring Reporting 

T04-T09 (to be listed as insignificant 
sources on Title V permit) 

RMP N/A SC Reg. 61-62.68 N/A Maintain RMP up to 
date if any changes 

Initial and upon 
any changes 

 
Emergency Generator D01 
Fuel limitation:  This source is limited to burning ultra low sulfur fuel oil containing 0.015% or less sulfur.  If ultra low sulfur fuel oil 
is not commercially available, the facility is allowed to use No. 2 fuel oil containing 0.05% or less sulfur. 
 
Operating time limitation:  This unit will operate as an emergency source and is limited to 500 hours/year with a method to record the 
actual hours of use such as an hour meter.  Meeting this requirement will allow this source to be permitted as an insignificant activity 
in the Title V operating permit. 
 
Federal Regulation 40CFR60 Subparts A and IIII:  The emergency generator is powered by a stationary compression ignition internal 
combustion engine.  The manufacturer and owner/operator may be subject to certain requirements in this regulation. 
 
Federal Regulation 40CFR63 Subparts A and ZZZZ:  The emergency generator is powered by a stationary reciprocating internal 
combustion engine.  Based on the emergency generator being rated at greater than 500 HP, it is subject to this regulation.  However, 
since it is an emergency unit, it is exempt from all requirements except for an initial notification. 
 
Emergency Generator D02 
Since this generator is identical to Generator D01, the requirements are identical to those specified for Emergency Generator D01.  
Refer to Emergency Generator D01 details above since repeating those would be duplicative and unnecessary.  
 
Fire Pump 
Fuel limitation:  This source is limited to burning ultra low sulfur fuel oil containing 0.015% or less sulfur.  If ultra low sulfur fuel oil 
is not commercially available, the facility is allowed to use No. 2 fuel oil containing 0.05% or less sulfur. 
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Operating time limitation:  This unit will operate as an emergency source and is limited to 500 hours/year with a method to record the 
actual hours of use such as an hour meter.  Meeting this requirement will allow this source to be permitted as an insignificant activity 
in the Title V operating permit. 
 
Federal Regulation 40CFR60 Subparts A and IIII:  The fire pump is powered by a stationary compression ignition internal combustion 
engine.  The manufacturer and owner/operator may be subject to certain requirements in this regulation. 
 
Federal Regulation 40CFR63 Subparts A and ZZZZ:  The fire pump is powered by a stationary reciprocating internal combustion 
engine.  However, the fire pump engine is less than 500 HP and is therefore not an affected source for this regulation. 
 
Combined Sources 
In the initial application, the facility requested combined daily emission limits for both boilers as a means to meet ambient air quality.  
Refer to the above discussion on Combined Operation of Both Boilers B01 and B02 for the rationale and manner in which these limits 
have been included in the permit. 
 
Facility-Wide 
SC Standard No. 2:  The facility is required to demonstrate compliance with ambient air quality standards.  Results of that 
demonstration is summarized in a separate Modeling Summary document and emissions used for that demonstration are shown in 
Appendix A of the permit. 
 
SC Standard No. 5.1:  Since the facility-wide VOC emissions are determined to be greater than 100 tpy on a potential basis (potential 
must be used where actual is not established), the facility must apply BACT controls (for sources permitted on or after June 24, 2004).  
The two combined boilers have potential VOC emissions of 120 tpy.  Other sources (emergency units) contribute insignificantly to 
VOC emissions.  Based on the boilers complying with Standard No. 7 PSD BACT requirements, the units will comply with 
requirements of this standard as well. 
 
Equip ID Pollutant/

Parameter 
Limit Basis Averaging 

Period 
Monitoring Reporting 

B01, B02 VOC 0.0024 lb/million  
Btu, each 

SC Std. 5.1 3 hours Initial source test Within 30 days of 
test completion 

 
SC Standard No. 5.2:  See discussion below under topic of Other Regulations That Don’t Apply. 
 
SC Standard 7 PSD Ambient Air Limits:  The facility is required to demonstrate compliance with allowable increments.  Results of 
that demonstration is summarized in a separate Modeling Summary document and emissions used for that demonstration are shown in 
Appendix A of the permit. 
 
SC Regulation 61-62.6:  This regulation requires certain measures to avoid creating undesirable levels of emissions from fugitive 
sources.  The storage piles and non-enclosed conveying and transfer sources may require wet suppression or other reasonably 
available control technology to comply.  General language is included in the permit so the facility will meet these requirements. 
 
SC Regulation 61-62.70:  The facility is a major source and will be required to obtain a Title V permit by submitting an application 
within one year from start of operations. 
 
The tables following are intended to describe the emission units as they might appear in the Title V permit as an aid to identification 
and categorization of the emissions units. 
 

TABLE 5.1 EMISSION UNITS 
Unit 
ID Unit Description Control Device Description 

01 Boiler No. 1 
Fabric Filter, 

Wet Limestone FGD, 
Selective Catalytic Reduction 
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TABLE 5.1 EMISSION UNITS 

Unit 
ID Unit Description Control Device Description 

02 Boiler No. 2 
Fabric Filter, 

Wet Limestone FGD, 
Selective Catalytic Reduction 

03 Material Transfer System – Coal Baghouses or Water mist dust eliminators 
04 Material Transfer System – Petcoke Baghouse or Water mist dust eliminator 
05 Coal / Petcoke Crusher Baghouse or Water mist dust eliminator 
06 Material Transfer System - Limestone Baghouses or Water mist dust eliminators 
07 Limestone Crusher Baghouse or Water mist dust eliminator 
08 Material Transfer System – Gypsum N/A 
09 Material Transfer System – Fly Ash Baghouses or Water mist dust eliminators 
10 Material Transfer System – Bottom Ash N/A 
11 Cooling Towers N/A 

 
TABLE 5.2 CONTROL DEVICES 

Control 
Device ID Control Device Description Installation Date Pollutant(s) Controlled 

FF 1 Fabric Filter To be determined PM / PM10 
Scrubber 1 Wet Limestone FGD To be determined SO2 

SCR 1 Selective Catalytic Reduction To be determined NOx 
FF 2 Fabric Filter To be determined PM / PM10 

Scrubber 2 Wet Limestone FGD To be determined SO2 
SCR 2 Selective Catalytic Reduction To be determined NOx 

BH01 or 
WMDC01 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator To be determined PM / PM10 

BH02 or 
WMDC02 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator To be determined PM / PM10 

BH03 or 
WMDC03 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator To be determined PM / PM10 

BH04 or 
WMDC04 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator To be determined PM / PM10 

BH05 or 
WMDC05 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator To be determined PM / PM10 

BH06 or 
WMDC06 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator To be determined PM / PM10 

BH07 or 
WMDC07 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator To be determined PM / PM10 

BH08 or 
WMDC08 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator To be determined PM / PM10 

BH09 or 
WMDC09 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator To be determined PM / PM10 

BH10 or 
WMDC10 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator To be determined PM / PM10 

BH11 or 
WMDC11 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator To be determined PM / PM10 

BH12 or 
WMDC12 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator To be determined PM / PM10 

BH13 or 
WMDC13 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator To be determined PM / PM10 
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TABLE 5.2 CONTROL DEVICES 

Control 
Device ID Control Device Description Installation Date Pollutant(s) Controlled 

BH14 or 
WMDC14 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator To be determined PM / PM10 

BVF01 Bin Vent Filter To be determined PM / PM10 
BVF02 Bin Vent Filter To be determined PM / PM10 
BVF03 Bin Vent Filter To be determined PM / PM10 

BH15 or 
WMDC15 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator To be determined PM / PM10 

BH16 or 
WMDC16 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator To be determined PM / PM10 

BH17 or 
WMDC17 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator To be determined PM / PM10 

BH18 or 
WMDC18 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator To be determined PM / PM10 

BH19 or 
WMDC19 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator To be determined PM / PM10 

BH20 or 
WMDC20 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator To be determined PM / PM10 

 
TABLE 5.3 UNIT ID 01 – Boiler No. 1 

Equip 
ID Equipment Description Installation 

Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

B01 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr maximum rated 
heat input (660 MW nominal rated 

output) Boiler 

To be 
determined 

Fabric Filter, 
Wet Limestone FGD, 

Selective Catalytic Reduction 
S01 

 
TABLE 5.4 UNIT ID 02 – Boiler No. 2 

Equip 
ID Equipment Description Installation 

Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

B01 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr maximum rated 
heat input (660 MW nominal rated 

output) Boiler 

To be 
determined 

Fabric Filter, 
Wet Limestone FGD, 

Selective Catalytic Reduction 
S02 

 
TABLE 5.5 UNIT ID 03 – Material Transfer System – Coal 

Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 
MT01 Railcar Shaker To be determined BH01 or WMDC01 MT01 

MT02 Conveyor Transfer to 
Stacker/Reclaimer 

To be determined BH02 or WMDC02 C3A 

MT03 Emergency Stockout Drop to Pile To be determined N/A C3B 
SP03 Coal Storage Pile To be determined N/A Fugitive 
MT04 Transfer Tower Conveyors To be determined BH03 or WMDC03 C2 
MT05 Emergency Reclaim To be determined BH04 or WMDC04 RP 
MT08 Stacker/Reclaimer Stockout To be determined N/A Fugitive 
MT09 Stacker/Reclaimer Reclaim To be determined N/A  Fugitive 
MT10 Conveyor to Crusher Tower To be determined BH05 or WMDC05 C3A, C4B 
MT11 Conveyor to Transfer Tower To be determined BH06 or WMDC06 C5A, C5B 
MT12 Conveyor to Bunkers To be determined BH07 or WMDC07 C6A, C6B 

S01-S06 Bunker 1 Silos (6) To be determined BH08 or WMDC08 S01-S06 
S07-S12 Bunker 2 Silos (6) To be determined BH09 or WMDC09 S07-S12 
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TABLE 5.7 UNIT ID 04 – Material Transfer System – Petcoke 
Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

SP04 Petcoke Storage Pile To be determined N/A Fugitive 
MT14 Petcoke Reclaim Feeder To be determined N/A Fugitive 
MT15 Conveyor Transfer To be determined BH10 or WMDC10 C4A 

 
TABLE 5.8 UNIT ID 05 – Coal/Petcoke Crusher 

Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 
CR01 900 tons/hr Crusher To be determined BH11 or WMDC11 CR01 

 
TABLE 5.9 UNIT ID 06 – Material Transfer System – Limestone 

Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 
MT20 Truck unloading to limestone pile To be determined N/A Fugitive 
SP01 Limestone Storage Pile To be determined N/A Fugitive 

MT21 Emergency limestone reclaim hopper 
loading To be determined N/A Fugitive 

MT22 Emergency limestone reclaim feeder To be determined N/A Fugitive 
MT23 Limestone drop to crusher house To be determined BH12 or WMDC12 MT23 

MT24 Emergency limestone drop to crusher 
house To be determined BH13 or WMDC13 MT24 

MT25 Limestone crusher drop to overland 
conveyors To be determined BH14 or WMDC14 MT25 

MT26 Limestone overland conveyor drop 
to cross conveyor To be determined N/A Fugitive 

MT27 Emergency limestone overland 
conveyor drop to cross conveyor To be determined N/A Fugitive 

MT28 Limestone cross conveyor drop to 
limestone Silo #1 To be determined BVF01 MT28 

MT29 Limestone overland conveyor drop 
to limestone Silo #2 To be determined BVF02 MT29 

MT30 Limestone overland conveyor drop 
to limestone Silo #3 To be determined BVF03 MT30 

 
TABLE 5.10 UNIT ID 07 – Limestone Crusher 

Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 
CR02 125 tons/hr Crusher To be determined BH15 or WMDC15 CR02 

 
TABLE 5.11 UNIT ID 08 – Material Transfer System – Gypsum 

Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 
MT34 Conveyor to stockout To be determined N/A Fugitive 
MT35 Conveyor to off-spec stockout To be determined N/A Fugitive 
SP02 Gypsum storage pile To be determined N/A Fugitive 
SP05 Off-spec gypsum storage pile To be determined N/A Fugitive 
MT36 Truck loading To be determined N/A Fugitive 

 
TABLE 5.12 UNIT ID 09 – Material Transfer System – Fly Ash 

Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 
MT16 Truck loadout 1 To be determined BH16 or WMDC16 MT16 
MT17 Truck loadout 2 To be determined BH17 or WMDC17 MT17 
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TABLE 5.12 UNIT ID 09 – Material Transfer System – Fly Ash 

Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 
MT31 Wet fly ash truck loadout 1 To be determined N/A Fugitive 
MT32 Wet fly ash truck loadout 2 To be determined N/A Fugitive 
MT18 Silo 1 To be determined BH18 or WMDC18 MT18 
MT19 Silo 2 To be determined BH19 or WMDC19 MT19 
MT33 Lime Silo To be determined BH20 or WMDC20 MT33 

 
TABLE 5.13 UNIT ID 10 – Material Transfer System – Bottom Ash 

Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 
MT37 Bottom ash transfer point To be determined N/A Fugitive 

 
TABLE 5.14 UNIT ID 11 – Cooling Towers 

Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 
CT01 287,100 gpm Cooling Tower 1 To be determined N/A Fugitive 
CT02 287,100 gpm Cooling Tower 2 To be determined N/A Fugitive 

 
Plantwide Applicability Limits (PAL) 
In the initial application, the facility proposed the establishment of annual plantwide applicability limits for all the major pollutants.  
During subsequent discussions, the facility and the Bureau agreed that this request would be dropped from the application. 
 
Other Considerations 
Since petcoke is not included in the definition of coal for NSPS Subpart Da, regulatory requirements of NSPS Subpart Y are assumed 
to not apply to the petcoke process.  However, for those process elements involving a blend of coal and petcoke, Subpart Y is assumed 
to apply.  It should be noted that petcoke is included in the definition for coal in Subpart Dc which would indicate that Subpart Y 
would apply to petcoke sources located with a Subpart Dc boiler. 
 
Since NSPS Subpart OOO defined materials do not include coal and petcoke, regulatory requirements of Subpart OOO are assumed to 
not apply to the coal and petcoke processes. 
 
Mercury 
Mercury is not a PSD regulated pollutant.  In the draft PSD permit it was regulated by 40 CFR 60 Subpart Da and had a specified 
emission limit of  20 x 10-6 lb/MWh.  That equated to an emission limit of 0.0132 lb/hr at maximum rated capacity or 115.6 lb/year.  
The draft PSD permit included a mercury emission limit of 69 pounds per 12 month rolling sum per boiler which represents 
approximately 90% reduction by combined use of Fabric Filter, FGD scrubber, and SCR controls.  This emission rate was based on 90 
% control of mercury content in coal, allowing one standard deviation above the average, based on bituminous coal described in the 
EPA document “ICR Data Analysis Presentation for NWF” (September, 2000), and was supported by recent source tests from the new 
Boiler No. 3 at the Santee Cooper Cross Generating Station.  The ICR data shows an average mercury content in bituminous coal of  
7.05 lb/trillion Btu and standard deviation of 6.69 lb/trillion Btu.  [(7.05 + 6.69) lb/trillion Btu x 5700 million Btu/hr x 8760 hr/yr x 
10% = 69 lb/yr.]  This emission limit was a state-only requirement.  Since federal CAMR was vacated, Mercury will not be regulated 
under the federal NSPS Subpart Da, but under the state NSPS Subpart Da (until such time as the state NSPS Subpart Da is repealed).  
Mercury will also be regulated by case-by-case requirements discussed elsewhere in this document and reflecting a limit of 8.0E-06 
lb/MWh (maximum of 46.3 lb/yr) for each boiler.   
 
Other Regulations That Don’t Apply 
SC Standard No. 3:  The facility has not applied to burn any waste materials. 
SC Standard No. 3.1:  The facility will not be burning any medical waste. 
SC Standard No. 5:  This standard applies to existing sources as of July 1, 1979 or July 1, 1980.  This facility did not exist on those 

dates. 
SC Standard No. 5.2:  This standard does not apply to sources that have undergone BACT review, which includes all the equipment 

that contribute to NOX emissions.  This regulation applies to certain sources that have not undergone a BACT review for NOX in 
accordance with SC Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 7.  The boilers, emergency generators, and fire pump all have NOX 



 

STATEMENT OF BASIS 
Page 35 of 35 

BAQ Engineering Services Division 
2600 Bull Street, Columbia, SC  29201 

Phone: 803-898-4123    Fax: 803-898-4079 
Company Name: 
Permit Number: 

Santee Cooper Pee Dee Generating Station 
1040-0113-CA 

Permit Writer: 
Date: 

Joe Eller 
December 16, 2008 

 
emissions and are being permitted based on a review of Std. No. 7.  The two emergency generators are not subject to this 
regulation by definition since they meet the exemption criteria stated in Section I(b)(2) stated as emergency power generators of 
less than 150 KW rated capacity, or those that operate 500 hours per year or less and have a method to record the actual hours of 
use such as an hour meter.  These generators will operate less than 500 hours per year.  The emergency fire pump is not subject 
to this regulation by definition.  While this unit will not generate electrical power, it is an emergency unit and will generate 
mechanical power (to pump water) and will operate less than 500 hours per year.  The fire pump is exempt from this regulation 
on the same basis as the emergency power generators. 

SC Standard No. 6:  This regulation is not applicable. 
SC Standard No. 7.1:  This facility is not located in a non-attainment area.  However, should the designation be revised prior to 

construction of either boiler, the Bureau may reopen the permit to determine if additional requirements are necessary.  Should re-
designation occur after construction of the boilers, the facility may be required to comply with more stringent requirements and 
is encouraged to plan for such actions.  

SC Standard No. 8:  The facility is exempted from this standard since the only fuels combusted are virgin fuels. 
 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
It has been determined that this source, if operated in accordance with the submitted application, will meet all applicable requirements 
and emission standards. 
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Summary and Explanation of Changes for 
Santee Cooper Pee Dee Generating Station 

from Original Draft PSD Permit No. 1040-0113-CA.1 
to Final PSD and MACT Permit No. 1040-0113-CA (issued 12/16/08) 

 

Change 
No. 

WHAT HAS 
CHANGED 

DESCRIPTION 
OF CHANGE 

WHY HAS THE 
CHANGE BEEN 

MADE 

WHERE IS THE 
CHANGE 

LOCATED IN THE 
PERMIT 

1 Permit Approval Division Director 
changed from 
Rhonda 
Thompson to 
Elizabeth Basil 

Permits issued are 
signed by the 
Division Director 

Page 32 
Cover letter 

2 Permit identity 
number 

Permit number is 
changed from 
1040-0113-ca.1 
to 1040-0113-ca 

The permit number 
associated with the 
revised preliminary 
determination was 
distinguished from 
the original version 
by adding the “.1”, 
and the “.1” is now 
dropped in the 
final permit 

Cover letter and each 
page header including 
Attachments A and B 

3 Boiler PM 
Emission Control 

Particulate matter 
control device 
for each boiler is 
changed from 
electrostatic 
precipitator to 
fabric filter 
baghouse 

Santee Cooper 
revised particulate 
matter control 
device from 
electrostatic 
precipitator to 
fabric filter 
baghouse in case-
by-case 112(g) 
application to 
achieve improved 
control of HAP 
emissions in 
general and, 
specifically, 
mercury emissions. 

Page 1 (description) 
Page 10 (condition 12) 
Page 13 (condition 17) 
Attachment B 

4 Case-by-Case 
MACT 
applicability 

Adding “case-by-
case MACT” to 
applicability 
language in 
project 
description 

To reflect 
incorporation of 
the NOMA 
requirements into 
the permit. 

Page 1 (description) 
 



Change 
No. 

WHAT HAS 
CHANGED 

DESCRIPTION 
OF CHANGE 

WHY HAS THE 
CHANGE BEEN 

MADE 

WHERE IS THE 
CHANGE 

LOCATED IN THE 
PERMIT 

5 Filterable PM10 
MACT limit 

This additional 
filterable PM10 
limit of 0.012 
lb/million BTU 
is established by 
the NOMA. 

Incorporate 
NOMA 
requirement into 
the final permit. 

Page 3 (emissions 
limitations table) 
[also see MACT change] 

6 SO2 MACT limit This additional 
SO2 limit of 0.12 
lb/million BTU 
is established by 
the NOMA. 

Incorporate 
NOMA 
requirement into 
the final permit. 

Page 4 (emissions 
limitations table) 
[also see MACT change] 

7 Clarification of 
CO monitoring 
for PSD limit 

Averaging 
periods for CO 
are included in 
the specified 
PSD limit. 

In addition to the 
averaging period 
for initial source 
test, the ongoing 
averaging period 
based on CEMS is 
included. 

Page 4 (emissions 
limitations table) 

8 CO MACT limit This additional 
CO limit of 0.15 
lb/million BTU 
is established by 
the NOMA.  The 
averaging 
periods not 
included in the 
NOMA have 
been added. 

Incorporate 
NOMA 
requirement into 
the final permit. 

Page 4 (emissions 
limitations table) 
[also see MACT change] 

9 State mercury 
requirements 
replace federal 
requirements 

Requirements 
specified by 
40CFR60 and 
CAMR have 
been changed to 
SC Regulation 
61-62.60. 

The federal rules 
have been vacated 
but the state rules 
are still effective. 

Page 5 (emissions 
limitations table – re: 
Subpart Da) 
Page 6 (emissions 
limitations table – re: 
CAMR). 
Page 14 (condition 24) 
Page 20 (condition 46) 
Page 22 (condition 48) 
Page 22 (condition 49) 



Change 
No. 

WHAT HAS 
CHANGED 

DESCRIPTION 
OF CHANGE 

WHY HAS THE 
CHANGE BEEN 

MADE 

WHERE IS THE 
CHANGE 

LOCATED IN THE 
PERMIT 

10 Mercury MACT 
limit 

This additional 
mercury limit of 
8 x 10-6 lb/MWh 
and 46.3 lb/yr is 
being established 
by the NOMA.  
Initial and 
continuous 
monitoring 
requirements are 
included.  

Incorporate 
NOMA 
requirement into 
the final permit. 

Page 5 (emissions 
limitations table) 
[also see MACT change] 

11 Removal of state 
mercury limit 

The mercury 
emission limit of 
69 lb/yr specified 
in the draft PSD 
permit has been 
superseded by 
the more 
stringent MACT 
limit. 

Remove the less 
stringent state 
mercury limit 
resulting from the 
draft PSD permit. 

Page 5 (emissions 
Limitations table) 

12 PM limit for ID08 
(Gypsum Material 
Transfer System) 

Emission limit is 
changed from 
0.76 lb/hr to 1.30 
lb/hr. 

The emission limit 
was stated 
incorrectly in this 
table (the correct 
limit was stated in 
condition 43 on 
page 19 when 
permit was public 
noticed). 

Page 7 (emissions 
limitations table) 

13 Include cooling 
towers limit in 
Emissions Limits 
table 

The PM limit of 
0.466 lb/hr 
included in 
permit condition 
has been added 
to this table. 

To include the 
limit in the table as 
well as the 
condition. 

Page 7 (emissions 
limitations table) 



Change 
No. 

WHAT HAS 
CHANGED 

DESCRIPTION 
OF CHANGE 

WHY HAS THE 
CHANGE BEEN 

MADE 

WHERE IS THE 
CHANGE 

LOCATED IN THE 
PERMIT 

14 Addition of PM 
CEMS 

PM emissions 
monitoring is 
being changed to 
add CEMS.  The 
averaging period 
is specified as 
30-day rolling 
average. 

The Bureau has 
determined that use 
of PM CEMS 
should be required 
to better monitor 
PM emissions. 

Page 3 (emissions 
limitations table) 
Page 8 (continuous 
monitoring table) 
Page 13 (condition 19) 
Page 23 (condition 51) 

15 Addition of HCl 
testing 

Initial and annual 
HCl source 
testing is being 
added as a 
monitoring 
requirement. 

Incorporate 
NOMA 
requirement into 
the final permit. 

Page 8 (source test 
requirements table) 
Page 12 (condition 14) 

16 Revision of HF 
testing 

Source test 
annual frequency 
is added and 
method for HF is 
being revised to 
“As Approved by 
the Bureau” 

Incorporate 
NOMA 
requirement into 
the final permit. 

Page 8 (source test 
requirements table) 

17 Statement of 
requirement to 
conduct and 
report initial 
source tests 
required by 40 
CFR 60 Subpart 
OOO 

Statement that 
specifies initial 
source testing 
and reporting of 
results is added 
to this condition. 

Initial condition 
did not state the 
regulatory 
references for 
initial source 
testing and 
reporting of those 
results. 

Page 8 (source test 
requirements table) 
Page 17 (condition 36) 
Page 17 (condition 37) 

18 Clarify PM and 
CO source testing 
waivers 

Wording is 
added to explain 
that source 
testing waivers 
will be based on 
Department 
approval. 

Basis for waivers 
was not clear. 

Page 8 (note following 
end of source test 
schedule table) 
Page 12 (condition 14) 



Change 
No. 

WHAT HAS 
CHANGED 

DESCRIPTION 
OF CHANGE 

WHY HAS THE 
CHANGE BEEN 

MADE 

WHERE IS THE 
CHANGE 

LOCATED IN THE 
PERMIT 

19 Addition of water 
mist dust 
eliminators as 
alternate PM 
emissions control 
from material 
handling 
operations 

Santee Cooper is 
requesting to use 
water mist dust 
eliminators as an 
option instead of 
baghouses for 
material handling 
operations which 
may provide 
improved PM 
control. 

The flexibility to 
allow use of either 
baghouses or water 
mist dust 
eliminators is 
being incorporated 
into the permit 
contingent on 
Santee Cooper 
providing prior 
documentation 
showing that PM 
control by water 
mist dust 
eliminators is 
equivalent to or 
better than use of 
baghouses. 

Page 8 (note following 
source test schedule 
table) 
Page 12 (condition 15) 
Page 19 (condition 43) 
Page 24 (new 
condition 60) 
Attachment B 

20 HAPs are also 
basis for Title V 
major source 
status 

Include HAPs as 
basis for Title V 
major source 
status 

Incorporate 
NOMA 
requirement into 
the final permit. 

Page 10 (condition 8) 

21 Description of 
startup and 
shutdown limits in 
table heading. 

Units for 
emissions limits 
are added in table 
heading. 

Clarify pollutants 
limits during 
startup and 
shutdown. 

Page 11 (condition 12) 

22 Condition under 
which source tests 
shall be conducted 

Source tests for 
PSD pollutants 
are to be 
conducted under 
worst case 
conditions, 
whereas, source 
tests for MACT 
are to be 
conducted under 
representative 
conditions. 

Source test 
conditions differ 
depending on 
whether PSD 
pollutants or 
MACT pollutants 
are being tested. 

Page 12 (condition 14) 



Change 
No. 

WHAT HAS 
CHANGED 

DESCRIPTION 
OF CHANGE 

WHY HAS THE 
CHANGE BEEN 

MADE 

WHERE IS THE 
CHANGE 

LOCATED IN THE 
PERMIT 

23 Deletion of state 
mercury emission 
limit based on 
draft PSD permit  

The state 
mercury limit 
included in the 
draft PSD permit 
is replaced by the 
more stringent 
MACT limit. 

The state mercury 
limit included in 
the draft PSD 
permit is no longer 
necessary. 

Page 14 (condition 24) 

24 Correction to 
monitoring of 
total PM 
emissions 

The CEMS 
monitoring 
specification for 
total PM 
emissions is 
removed since 
total PM is 
measured by 
source test. 

Specify the 
appropriate 
monitoring 
methods for total 
PM emissions. 

Page 16 (condition 35) 

25 Correction to 
specified process 
weight rate 
formula 

The emission 
limit formulas 
based on process 
weight rate are 
corrected for 
inclusion in the 
permit condition. 

A formula in the 
permit condition 
was incorrectly 
stated in the public 
noticed draft 
permit document. 

Page 18 (condition 40) 

26 Correction to 
cooling towers 
PM emission limit 

The PM emission 
limit is being 
corrected to state 
0.466 lb/hr to 
agree with the 
revised drift loss 
efficiency that 
was included in 
the public 
noticed draft 
PSD permit. 

The public noticed 
draft PSD permit 
PM limit in this 
table for the 
cooling towers was 
incorrectly stated 
as 4.66 lb/hr and 
was not in 
agreement with the 
change that was 
made to drift loss 
efficiency. 

Page 19 (condition 43) 

27 Revision to 
control of fugitive 
emissions. 

Fugitive 
emission 
requirements are 
expanded to 
incorporate Best 
Management 
Practices plan. 

To provide 
additional 
requirements to 
minimize fugitive 
emissions. 

Page 19 (condition 43) 



Change 
No. 

WHAT HAS 
CHANGED 

DESCRIPTION 
OF CHANGE 

WHY HAS THE 
CHANGE BEEN 

MADE 

WHERE IS THE 
CHANGE 

LOCATED IN THE 
PERMIT 

28 Revision to CAM 
requirements 

CAM 
requirements will 
not apply to PM 
emissions if 
exempted by use 
of PM CEMS. 

PM CEMS are 
now specified as a 
requirement in the 
permit possibly 
allowing CAM 
exemption for PM 
monitoring. 

Page 23 (condition 50) 
Page 23 (condition 51) 

29 Additional 
Cooling Tower 
monitoring 

Additional 
monitoring and 
calculations are 
being added as 
permit 
requirements. 

Monitoring 
requirements are 
revised to include 
an improved 
monitoring 
approach. 

Page 24 (condition 55) 

30 Allowance for 
permit revisions 
to address 
changes in ozone 
or PM attainment 
status. 

Requirement is 
being added to 
allow reopening 
of permit prior to 
start of 
construction for 
addition of more 
stringent controls 
if necessary to 
address ozone or 
PM attainment 
status. 

Possible future 
relationship to the 
ozone and PM 
attainment 
standards may 
warrant 
consideration of 
additional controls 
prior to start of 
construction. 

Page 24 (new 
condition 58) 

31 Additional 
monitoring of 
petcoke blending 
with coal 

Requirement is 
being added to 
determine and 
document daily 
use of petcoke 
and coal. 

Provide daily 
monitoring 
requirements to 
demonstrate 
compliance with 
maximum petcoke 
blend rate with 
coal. 

Page 24 (new 
condition 59) 

32 Fuel specification 
for emergency 
equipment 

Use of ultra low 
sulfur fuel is 
being specified 
for the 
emergency 
generators and 
emergency fire 
pump.  

Use of ultra low 
sulfur fuel is being 
specified as a 
BACT 
requirement.  

Page 24 (new 
condition 61) 



Change 
No. 

WHAT HAS 
CHANGED 

DESCRIPTION 
OF CHANGE 

WHY HAS THE 
CHANGE BEEN 

MADE 

WHERE IS THE 
CHANGE 

LOCATED IN THE 
PERMIT 

33 Provision to 
address emissions 
of carbon dioxide 
and greenhouse 
gases 

Stipulate 
provision to 
reopen the permit 
to include future 
federal or state 
requirements 
applicable to 
carbon dioxide or 
other greenhouse 
gas emissions. 

The Department 
retains the right to 
incorporate any 
new federal and/or 
state regulations 
that may become 
applicable to these 
sources in the 
future. 

Page 25 (New 
condition 62) 

34 Permit condition 
numbers 

Conditions 
numbered 63 
through 102 are 
added to 
incorporate 
NOMA 
requirements 1 
through 41, 
except for 
requirement 25. 

The NOMA 
requirements 
numbered 1 
through 41 are 
incorporated into 
the permit.  
NOMA 
requirement 25 
(bag leak detection 
system monitoring) 
is replaced with 
more stringent PM 
CEMS monitoring. 

Pages 25-31 
(conditions 63-102) 

35 Incorporation of 
MACT 
requirements as 
specified in 
NOMA 

Emissions limits 
and requirements 
resulting from 
Case-by-Case 
MACT 
requirements 
were public 
noticed in the 
NOMA. 

The NOMA is 
being incorporated 
into the final 
permit. 

Pages 27-33 
(conditions 63-102) 



Change 
No. 

WHAT HAS 
CHANGED 

DESCRIPTION 
OF CHANGE 

WHY HAS THE 
CHANGE BEEN 

MADE 

WHERE IS THE 
CHANGE 

LOCATED IN THE 
PERMIT 

36 Miscellaneous 
wording changes 
to Case-by-Case 
MACT 
requirements 

References to 
NOMA have 
been changed to 
refer to case-by-
case MACT or 
permit 
requirements.  
Word corrections 
are made in 
NOMA 
requirement 41. 

The NOMA is 
being incorporated 
into the final 
permit.  Condition 
41 should specify 
owner/operator 
(not 
owner/operation) 
and delete extra 
letter “e” from 
sentence. 

Page 25 (condition 64) 
Page 25 (condition 65) 
Page 25 (condition 68) 
Page 25 (condition 70) 
Page 27 (condition 79) 
Page 31 (condition 
102) 

37 Revise PM10 
filterable emission 
limit averaging 
period. 

Averaging period 
is revised to 
reflect use of PM 
CEMS. 

PM CEMS are 
now specified as a 
permit 
requirement. 

Page 26 (condition 71) 

38 Revise PM10 
filterable 
continuous 
monitoring 

Continuous 
monitoring of 
filterable PM10 
will be based on 
use of PM 
CEMS.  

Use of PM CEMS 
replaces PM source 
tests and 
monitoring of bag 
leak detection 
system. 

Page 27 (condition 78) 
Page 28 (condition 
that would have been 
numbered “87”). 

39 Incorporate rules 
more stringent 
than Case-by-
Case MACT 

Stipulate the 
Department’s 
right to reopen 
the permit to 
incorporate new 
applicable 
requirements. 

Should new 
regulations or rules 
become effective, 
the Department 
reserves the right 
to reopen the 
permit to 
incorporate 
applicable 
requirements. 

Page 31 (new 
condition 103) 

40 Incorporate 
ambient mercury 
monitoring 

Stipulate ambient 
mercury and 
meteorological 
monitoring 
requirements that 
Santee Cooper 
has agreed to 
conduct.  

Monitoring of 
mercury emissions 
and meteorological 
conditions will 
assist in a broader 
study to better 
understand impacts 
of mercury 
emissions. 

Page 31 (new 
condition 104) 



Change 
No. 

WHAT HAS 
CHANGED 

DESCRIPTION 
OF CHANGE 

WHY HAS THE 
CHANGE BEEN 

MADE 

WHERE IS THE 
CHANGE 

LOCATED IN THE 
PERMIT 

41 Requirement for 
sorbent injection 
testing for 
mercury 
emissions 
reduction 
assessment 

Sorbent injection 
testing will be 
conducted to 
determine 
benefits for 
additional 
mercury 
reduction. 

Gather facility-
specific emissions 
data to determine 
any further benefits 
from sorbent 
injection.  

Page 32 (new 
condition 105)  

42 Attachment A 
table titled 
“STANDARD 
NO. 2 - 
MODELED 
NAAQS 
EMISSION 
RATES 
(LBS/HR)” 

The first footnote 
in this table is 
deleted.  The 
second footnote 
is renumbered to 
“1.” 

Explanation for the 
CO modeled 
emission rate is not 
necessary since 
emissions are less 
than the modeled 
values. 

Attachment A 

43 Attachment A 
table titled 
“STANDARD 
NO. 7 - 
MODELED PSD 
CLASS II 
INCREMENT 
EMISSION 
RATES 
(LBS/HR)” 

Words “Minor 
Source Baseline 
Date” are 
deleted. 

Use of the 
acronym alone is 
sufficient. 

Attachment A 

44 Attachment A 
table titled 
“STACK ID 
DESCRIPTIVE 
INFORMATION” 

Replace “2007” 
by “TBD.” 

Installation date of 
equipment is to be 
determined. 

Attachment A 



Change 
No. 

WHAT HAS 
CHANGED 

DESCRIPTION 
OF CHANGE 

WHY HAS THE 
CHANGE BEEN 

MADE 

WHERE IS THE 
CHANGE 

LOCATED IN THE 
PERMIT 

45 Additional section 
titled “AIR 
DISPERSION 
MODELING 
SUMMARY 
SHEET 
Of Voluntary 
Additional 
Modeling for the 
Santee Cooper 
Pee Dee Facility” 

Additional 
section describes 
modeling 
analyses not 
normally 
included in this 
attachment. 

Summary of 
additional 
modeling analyses 
conducted for 
mercury, sulfuric 
acid, and PM2.5 
are described and 
included as part of 
the modeling 
review. 

Attachment A 

 



 
 
 
 

 
 

OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CONTROL 
BUREAU OF AIR QUALITY 

PSD, NSPS (40CFR60), NESHAP (40CFR63) CONSTRUCTION PERMIT 
 
 

Santee Cooper (Pee Dee Generating Station) 
2651 South Old River Road 

Pamplico, SC 29583 
 
 
Permission is hereby granted to install two (2) supercritical tangentially fired boilers, burning pulverized bituminous 
coal and petcoke (up to 30% by weight of coal/petcoke blend) in either boiler.  The boilers can fire ultra low sulfur 
fuel oil containing 0.0015% sulfur or less (or No. 2 fuel oil if ultra low sulfur fuel oil is not commercially available) or 
natural gas during startup and load shift to a maximum rate of 1656 million Btu/hr.  Each boiler (B01 and B02) will 
supply steam to a single steam turbine/generator set.  The new boilers are each rated at 5,700 million Btu/hr maximum 
heat input capacity with an output of 660 MW each.  These boilers will be equipped with Low NOX burners (LNBs), 
two-level separated overfire air, Selective Catalytic Reduction systems (SCRs), Flue Gas Desulfurization (FGDs) (wet 
limestone scrubbers), and  Fabric Filter Baghouses for control of NOX, SO2, and PM/PM10 emissions, respectively.  
These boilers will be subject to 40CFR60, Subparts A and Da, NOX Budget Plan, CAIR, CAMR, Case-by-Case 
MACT and Acid Rain requirements.  Boilers B01 and B02 will be identified as emission units ID01 and ID02, 
respectively. 
 
A coal handling system consisting of shaker railcar unloader, conveyors, storage pile, crusher tower, transfer tower, 
coal bunkers (6 silos and one central dust collector in each of the two sets) will be installed.  This coal handling 
system will be subject to 40CFR60, Subparts A and Y.  Petroleum coke will be delivered by rail or truck and stored 
separately from coal for subsequent blending with coal.  The coal and petcoke handling systems will be identified as 
emission units ID03 (Coal), ID04 (Petcoke), and ID05 (Coal/Petcoke Crusher). 
 
An ash handling system for each boiler will also be installed.  Fly ash will be collected and loaded out through two fly 
ash silos.  Bottom ash will be mixed with water and piped to an ash pond.  The ash sludge may be dewatered for sale.  
The ash handling system will be identified as emission units ID09 (Fly Ash) and ID10 (Bottom Ash).   
 
Two emergency generators (D01 and D02) rated at 1,500 KW each fired on ultra low sulfur fuel oil containing 
0.0015% sulfur or less (or No. 2 fuel oil with 0.05% sulfur or less if ultra low sulfur fuel oil is not commercially 
available) will be provided for backup power.  A 425 HP fire pump will be provided for fire protection.  These units 
are exempt from construction permit requirements but the emergency generators will be subject to 40CFR60, Subparts 
A and IIII as well as 40 CFR 63, Subparts A and ZZZZ, and the fire pump will be subject to 40 CFR 60 Subparts A 
and IIII. 
 
A limestone handling system will also be installed consisting of material transport, truck unloading, storage pile, 
conveyors, crusher, and silos.  Portions of the limestone handling will be subject to 40CFR60, Subparts A and OOO.  
The limestone handling system will be identified as emission units ID06 (Limestone Handling) and ID07 (Limestone 
Crusher). 
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A gypsum handling system will also be installed consisting of dewatering, conveyors to drops, storage piles, and truck 
loading.  The gypsum conveyors will be subject to 40CFR60, Subparts A and OOO.  The gypsum handling system 
will be identified as emission unit ID08. 
 
A cooling tower system will also be installed consisting of two multi-cell towers.  Each tower will have a nominal 
circulation rate of 287,100 gallons per minute with up to eight circulating water concentrations.  The cooling tower 
system will be identified as emission unit ID11. 
 
Several storage tanks will be installed for storing fuel oil, gasoline, diesel fuel, lube oil, anhydrous ammonia, turbine 
lube oil, sulfuric acid, sodium hydroxide, sodium hypochlorite, and organic acid.  All storage tanks will be categorized 
as insignificant activities. 
 
These processes will all be subject to SC Regulation 62.5, Standard No. 7 – “Prevention of Significant Deterioration” 
(PSD), as well as other state regulations described in the Special Conditions section of this permit. 
 
 
NOTWITHSTANDING ANY OF THE CONDITIONS LISTED BELOW, NO APPLICABLE LAW, 
REGULATION, OR STANDARD MAY BE VIOLATED. 
 

CONDITIONS 
 
1. All official correspondence, plans, permit application forms, and written statements are an integral 

part of this permit. 
 
2.  The owner/operator shall submit written notification to the Director of the Engineering Services 

Division of the date construction is commenced, postmarked no later than 30 days after such date, 
and written notification of the actual date of initial startup of each new or altered source, postmarked 
within 15 days after such date. 

 
3.  Approval to construct shall become invalid if construction is not commenced within 18 months after 

receipt of such approval, if construction is discontinued for a period of 18 months or more, or if 
construction is not completed within a reasonable time frame.  The Department may extend the 18-
month period upon a satisfactory showing that an extension is justified.  This request must be made 
prior to the permit expiration. 

 
4.  The owner or operator shall comply with all terms, conditions, and limitations of this permit. 
 
This is pursuant to the provisions of Section 48-1-110, 1976 Code of Laws of South Carolina, as amended, 
and the South Carolina Air Quality Control Regulation 61-62.1, Section II and the Code of Federal 
Regulations, Title 40, Parts 60 (Subpart A), and 63 (Subpart A). 
 
 
I. STANDARD CONDITIONS 
 

A. This permit expressly incorporates all the provisions of South Carolina Department of 
Health and Environmental Control Regulation 61-62.1, Section II, Paragraph J and the Code 
of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Parts 60 (Subpart A), and 63 (Subpart A). 
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II. SPECIAL CONDITIONS 
 

A. EMISSION LIMITATIONS 
 

Air pollutant emissions shall not exceed the following: 
 

Unit ID Equip 
ID 

Desc. Pollutant/ 
Standard Limit Reference 

Method Regulation State 
Only 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

Opacity 20%, each 9 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 1 
40 CFR 60, Subpart Da No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

PM 
(filterable) 

Lesser of 0.6 lb/106 
Btu or 57.84 P –0.637 
where P = heat input 
rate (each) (3-hr avg)

5, 5B or 17 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 1 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

PM 
(filterable) 

0.015 lb/106 Btu or 
0.14 lb/MWh gross 
energy output, each 
(alternate limit 0.03 

lb/106 Btu and 
99.9% reduction 

efficiency) 

5, 5B or 17 40 CFR 60, Subpart Da No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

PM 
(filterable) 

0.015 lb/106 Btu, 
each (3-hr avg) 
[30-day rolling 

average] 

5, 5B or 17 
[CEMS] SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

PM (total) 0.018 lb/106 Btu, 
each (3-hr avg) 

5, 5B or 17 and 
202 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

PM10 
(filterable) 

0.012 lb/106 Btu, 
each (3-hr avg) 201 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

PM10 (total) 0.018 lb/106 Btu, 
each (3-hr avg) 201, 202 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

PM10 
(filterable) 

0.012 lb/106 Btu, 
each (3-hr avg and 
30-day rolling avg) 

As Approved 
by the Bureau,

and CEMS 

40 CFR 63.43(g),  
SC Regulation 61-62.63.43(g)(1) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

Filterable 
PM 

1.36 tons/day, each; 
2.05 tons/day, 

combined (24-hr 
block sums) 

5, 5B or 17 SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

Total PM 

1.64 tons/day, each; 
2.46 tons/day, 

combined (24-hr 
block sums) 

5, 5B or 17 and 
202 SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 
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Unit ID Equip 
ID 

Desc. Pollutant/ 
Standard Limit Reference 

Method Regulation State 
Only 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

PM10 
(filterable) 

1.09 tons/day, each; 
1.64 tons/day, total 
(24-hr block sums) 

201 SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

PM10 (total)

1.64 tons/day, each; 
2.46 tons/day, 

combined (24-hr 
block sums) 

201, 202 SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

SO2 
3.5 lb/106 Btu, each 
(24-hr block avg) 6 or 6C SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 1 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

SO2 

1.4 lb/MWh gross 
energy output, or 

95% reduction , each
(30-day rolling avg.)

6 or 6C 40 CFR 60, Subpart Da No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

SO2 
0.12 lb/106 Btu, each 
(30-day rolling avg) CEMS SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

SO2 
(as surrogate 
for acid gas 

HAPs) 

0.12 lb/106 Btu, each 
(3-hr avg and 30-day 

rolling avg) 

As Approved 
by the Bureau 

and 
CEMS 

40 CFR 63.43(g),  
SC Regulation 61-62.63.43(g)(1) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

SO2 

10.92 tons/day, each; 
16.42 tons/day, 

combined (24-hr 
block sums) 

CEMS  SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

NOX 

1.0 lb/MWh or 0.6 
lb/106 Btu and 65% 
reduction, each (30-

day rolling avg.) 

7 or 7E 40 CFR 60, Subpart Da No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

NOX 0.07 lb/106 Btu, each 
(30-day rolling avg) 7 or 7E SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

NOX 

6.37 tons/day, each; 
9.58 tons/day, 

combined (24-hr 
block sums) 

CEMS SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

CO 
0.15 lb/106 Btu, each 

(3-hr avg) 
[30-day avg] 

10 
[CEMS] SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

CO 
(as surrogate 
for organic 

HAPs) 

0.15 lb/106 Btu, each 
(3-hr avg and 30-day 

rolling avg) 

As Approved 
by the Bureau 

and 
CEMS 

40 CFR 63.43(g),  
SC Regulation 61-62.63.43(g)(1) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

CO 

13.65 tons/day, each; 
20.52 tons/day, 

combined (24-hr 
block sums) 

10 SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 
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Unit ID Equip 
ID 

Desc. Pollutant/ 
Standard Limit Reference 

Method Regulation State 
Only 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

VOC 0.0024 lb/106 Btu, 
each (3-hr block avg) 18, 25 or 25A SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 

5.1 Yes 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

VOC 0.0024 lb/106 Btu, 
each (3-hr block avg) 18, 25 or 25A SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

VOC 

0.22 tons/day, each; 
0.33 tons/day, 

combined (24-hr 
block sums) 

18, 25 or 25A SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

Lead 1.91 E-05 lb/106 Btu, 
each 29 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

Lead 

0.0017 tons/day, 
each; 0.0026 

tons/day, combined 
(24-hr block sums) 

29 SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

H2SO4 
0.005 lb/106 Btu, 

each 8 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

H2SO4 

0.455 tons/day, each; 
0.684 tons/day, 

combined (24-hr 
block sums) 

8 SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

Fluorides 3.41 E-04 lb/106 Btu, 
each 13 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

Fluorides 

0.031 tons/day, each; 
0.047 tons/day, 

combined (24-hr 
block sums) 

13 SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2) No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

Mercury 
20 x 10-6 lb/MWh, 

each (12-month 
rolling avg.) 

29, CEMS  
SC Reg 61-62.60 Subpart Da 

 
Yes 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

Mercury 

8.0 x 10-6 lb/MWh 
(12-month rolling 

average); 
46.3 lb/yr 

(12-month rolling 
sum) 

As Approved 
by the Bureau 

and 
CEMS 

40 CFR 63.43(g),  
SC Regulation 61-62.63.43(g)(1) No 

        

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

SO2, NOX See Acid Rain 
Permit N/A 40 CFR 72, 73, 75, and 76 No 
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Unit ID Equip 
ID 

Desc. Pollutant/ 
Standard Limit Reference 

Method Regulation State 
Only 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

PM All filterable 
PM/PM10 limits N/A 40 CFR 64 No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
 No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

SO2, NOX All SO2 and NOX 
limits CEMS 40 CFR 64 Avoidance No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

SO2, NOX See Regulation CEMS CAIR No 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
No. 1, 
Boiler 
No. 2 

Mercury See Regulation CEMS CAMR  
Yes 

01, 02 B01, 
B02 

Boiler 
No. 1, 
Boiler 
No.2 

PM, PM10, 
SO2, NOX, 
CO, VOC, 
Pb, H2SO4, 
Fluorides 

Comply with Startup 
and Shutdown 
Requirements 

N/A SC Regulation 61-62.5, Standard 
No. 7 No 

03 
MT10 
MT11 
MT12 

See 
Att. B Opacity 20%, each 9 40 CFR 60, Subpart Y No 

03 Each See 
Att. B Opacity 20%, each 9 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

03 Combined See 
Att. B PM 76.23 lb/hr, 

combined 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

03 Combined See 
Att. B PM 6.57 lb/hr, combined 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

04 Each See 
Att. B Opacity 20%, each 9 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

04 Combined See 
Att. B PM 76.23 lb/hr, 

combined 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

04 Combined See 
Att. B PM 2.51 lb/hr, 

combined 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

05 CR01 See 
Att. B Opacity 20% 9 SC Std. 4 No 

05 CR01 See 
Att. B Opacity 20% 9 40CFR60 Subpart Y No 

05 CR01 See 
Att. B PM 76.23 lb/hr 9 SC Std. 4 No 

05 CR01 See 
Att. B PM 0.59 lb/hr 5 SC Std. 7 No 

06 Each See 
Att. B Opacity 20%, each 9 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

06 

MT23 
MT24 
MT25 
MT28 
MT29 
MT30 

See 
Att. B Opacity 7%, each (point 

sources) 9 40CFR60 Subpart OOO No 
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Unit ID Equip 
ID 

Desc. Pollutant/ 
Standard Limit Reference 

Method Regulation State 
Only 

06 

MT20 
MT21 
MT22 
MT26 
MT27 

See 
Att. B Opacity 10%, each (fugitive 

sources) 9 40CFR60 Subpart OOO No 

06 Combined See 
Att. B PM 53.55 lb/hr, 

combined 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

06 Combined See 
Att. B PM 0.84 lb/hr, 

combined 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

06 

MT23 
MT24 
MT25 
MT28 
MT29 
MT30 

See 
Att. B PM 0.022 grains/dscf, 

each (point sources) 5 40CFR60 Subpart OOO No 

07 CR02 See 
Att. B Opacity 20% 9 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

07 CR02 See 
Att. B Opacity 7% 9 40CFR60 Subpart OOO No 

07 CR02 See 
Att. B PM 53.55 lb/hr 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

07 CR02 See 
Att. B PM 0.05 lb/hr 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

07 CR02 See 
Att. B PM 0.022 grains/dscf 5 40CFR60 Subpart OOO No 

08 Each See 
Att. B Opacity 20%, each 9 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

08 
MT34 
MT35 
MT36 

See 
Att. B Opacity 10%, each (fugitive 

sources) 9 40 CFR 60, Subpart OOO No 

08 Combined See 
Att. B PM 60.50 lb/hr, 

combined 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

08 Combined See 
Att. B PM 1.30 lb/hr, 

combined 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

09 Each See 
Att. B Opacity 20% 9 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

09 Combined See 
Att. B PM 63.00 lb/hr, combined 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

09 Combined See 
Att. B PM 0.045 lb/hr, combined 5 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

10 Each See 
Att. B Opacity 20%, each 9 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

11 Each Cooling 
Towers Opacity 20%, each 9 SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

11 Each Cooling 
Towers PM 83.8 lb/hr (each 

tower) N/A SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 4 No 

11 Each Cooling 
Towers PM 

0.0005% drift loss 
and 0.466 lb/hr  

(each tower) 
N/A SC Regulation 61-62.5, Std. No. 7 No 

N/A = Not Applicable 
 
The emission limitations listed for each emission unit are based on operation at permitted capacity.  

Deleted: .1

Deleted: 25

Deleted: 0.76



 
Santee Cooper (Pee Dee Generating Station) 

CONSTRUCTION PERMIT NUMBER: 1040-0113-CA 
DATE OF ISSUE: DRAFT 

Page 8 of 34 
 
Operation at less than permitted capacity must meet emission limits specified in the applicable regulations 
based on that operating rate.  All test methods must be the most recent revisions that are published in the 
Code of Federal Regulations, in accordance with the requirements of SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section IV, 
Source Test. 
 

B. CONTINUOUS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 
 

ID Pollutant Averaging Time 
Boilers 01 and 02 Opacity 6 minute block average 
Boilers 01 and 02 PM 30-day rolling average 

Boilers 01 and 02 SO2 
24-hour block average 
30-day rolling average 

Boilers 01 and 02 NOX 24-hour block average 
30-day rolling average 

Boilers 01 and 02 Mercury 12-month rolling average 
12-month rolling sum 

Boilers 01 and 02 CO 30-day rolling average 
 
 

C. SOURCE TEST SCHEDULE 
 

ID Pollutant Frequency Method Averaging Time 

Boilers 01 and  02 Opacity Initial and Annual  
(See Note 1) 9 6 minutes 

Boilers 01 and 02 PM Initial and Annual  
(See Note 1) 5, 5B or 17 Minimum of (3) one 

hour runs 

Boilers 01 and 02 PM10 Initial 201 and 202 Minimum of (3) one 
hour runs 

Boilers 01 and 02 SO2 Initial 19 and CEMS 30 days 
Boilers 01 and 02 NOX Initial 19 and CEMS 30 days 

Boilers 01 and 02 CO Initial and Annual 
(See Note 1) 10 Minimum of (3) one 

hour runs 

Boilers 01 and 02 VOC Initial 18, 25 or 25A Minimum of (3) one 
hour runs 

Boilers 01 and 02 H2SO4 Initial 8 Minimum of (3) one 
hour runs 

Boilers 01 and 02 Lead Initial 29  Minimum of (3) one 
hour runs 

Boilers 01 and 02 Hydrogen 
Chloride Initial and Annual As Approved by 

the Bureau 
Minimum of (3) one 

hour runs 

Boilers 01 and 02 Hydrogen 
Fluorides Initial and Annual  As Approved by 

the Bureau 
Minimum of (3) one 

hour runs 

Boilers 01 and 02 Mercury Initial  29 (initial) 
CEMS (annual) 

Minimum of (3) one 
hour runs 

Material Handling 
Sources (See Note 2) PM Initial 5, 5B, 17 Minimum of (3) one 

hour runs 
MT20, MT21, MT22, 
MT23, MT24, MT25, 
MT26, MT27, MT28, 
MT29, MT30, MT34, 
MT35, MT36, CR01 

Opacity Initial As Specified in 
40CFR60.675 

As Specified in 
40CFR60.675 
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ID Pollutant Frequency Method Averaging Time 
MT23, MT24, MT25, 
MT28, MT29, MT30, 

CR01 
PM Initial As Specified in 

40CFR60.675 
As Specified in 
40CFR60.675 

Note 1:  PM testing frequency may be more frequent than annual depending on test results.  On-going PM and CO tests may be 
waived by the Department as specified in Condition 14. 
Note 2:  Initial source testing shall be conducted for each type baghouse or water mist dust eliminator used for highest emitting 
sources.  Proposed sources to be tested shall be submitted to the Bureau for review and approval prior to testing. 
 

D. ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS 
 

Condition 
Number Conditions 

1 
(Facility-wide)  The permittee shall pay fees in accordance with SC Regulation 61-30, SC Environmental 
Protection Fees. 
 

2 

(Facility-wide)  In accordance with SC Regulation 61-62.1 Section II(J), for all sources not required to 
have continuous emissions monitors, in the event of any malfunction of air pollution control equipment 
or system, process upset or other equipment failure which results in discharges of air contaminants 
lasting for one hour or more and which are greater than those discharges described for normal operation 
in the permit application shall be reported to the local Environmental Quality Control (EQC) Regional 
office within twenty-four (24) hours after the beginning of the occurrence.  The permittee shall also 
submit a written report within thirty (30) days of the occurrence.  This report shall be submitted to the 
Manager of the Technical Management Section, Bureau of Air Quality (BAQ).  The report shall contain 
as a minimum, the following:  the identity of the emission unit and associated equipment where excess 
emissions occurred, the magnitude of excess emissions, the time and duration of excess emissions, the 
steps taken to remedy the malfunction and to prevent a recurrence, documentation that control equipment 
and processes were at all times maintained and operated, to the maximum extent practicable, in a manner 
that was consistent with good practice for minimizing emissions.  Such a report shall in no way serve to 
excuse, otherwise justify, or in any manner affect any potential liability or enforcement action resulting 
from the occurrence. 
 

3 

(Facility-wide)  Air dispersion modeling (or other method) has demonstrated that this facility’s operation 
will not interfere with the attainment and maintenance of any state or federal ambient air standard.  Any 
changes in the parameters used in the air dispersion modeling may require a review by the facility to 
determine continuing compliance with these standards.  These potential changes include any decrease in 
stack height, decrease in stack velocity, increase in stack diameter, decrease in stack exit temperature, 
increase in building height or building additions, increase in emission rates, decrease in distance between 
stack and property line, changes in vertical stack orientation, and installation of a rain cap that impedes 
vertical flow.  Parameters that are not required in the determination will not invalidate the demonstration 
if they are modified.  The emission rates used in the determination are listed in Attachment A of this 
permit.  Higher emission rates may be administratively incorporated into Attachment A of this permit 
provided a demonstration using these higher emission rates shows the attainment and maintenance of any 
state or federal ambient air quality standard or with any other applicable requirement.  Variations from 
the input parameters in the demonstration shall not constitute a violation unless the maximum allowable 
ambient concentrations identified in the standard are exceeded. 
 
The owner/operator shall maintain this facility at or below the emission rates as listed in Attachment A, 
not to exceed the pollutant limitations of this construction permit.  Should the facility wish to increase the 
emission rates listed in Attachment A, not to exceed the pollutant limitations in the body of this permit, it 
may do so by the administrative process specified in this permit condition.  This is a State Only 
enforceable requirement. 
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Condition 
Number Conditions 

4 

(Facility-wide)  These conditions shall not supersede any State or Federal requirements such as National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants, unless these conditions would impose a more 
restrictive limit. 
 

5 

(Facility-wide)  This construction permit was reviewed and issued based on the permit application 
submitted by the owner/operator.  The owner/operator shall obtain any Bureau authorization required 
under South Carolina Regulation 61-62.1, Section II(A) prior to making modifications not covered under 
this construction permit. 
 

6 

 For sources not yet covered by an effective Title V operating permit, the owner or operator shall submit 
a written request to the Director of the Engineering Services Division for a new operating permit to cover 
any new, or altered source, postmarked no later than fifteen (15) days after the actual date of initial 
startup of each new or altered source.  In accordance with SC Regulation 61-62.70.5(a), the owner or 
operator shall submit a timely and complete Part 70 permit application within 12 months of start up. 
 

7 

The owner/operator or professional engineer in charge of the project shall certify that, to the best of 
his/her knowledge and belief and as a result of periodic observation during construction, the construction 
under application has been completed in accordance with the specifications agreed upon in the 
construction permit issued by the Department.  If construction is certified as provided above, the 
permittee may operate the source in compliance with the terms and conditions of the construction permit 
until the operating permit is issued by the Department.  If construction is not built as specified in the 
permit application and associated construction permit(s), the owner/operator must submit to the Director 
of the Engineering Services Division a complete description of modifications that are at variance with the 
documentation of the construction permitting determination prior to commencing operation.  
Construction variances that would trigger additional requirements that have not been addressed prior to 
start of operation shall be considered construction without a permit. 
 

8 

This facility is a “major source” as defined by SC DHEC Regulation 61-62.70.2(r) (Title V), based on 
potential emissions of PM10, SO2, NOX, CO, VOC and HAP.  This facility is required to submit a Title V 
application within 12 months from the date of start-up. 
 

9 

(Facility-wide)  Unless elsewhere specified within this permit, all records required to demonstrate 
compliance with the limits established under this permit shall be maintained on site for a period of at 
least five (5) years from the date generated and shall be made available to a Department representative 
upon request. 
 

10 

(Facility-wide)  Unless elsewhere specified within this permit, all reports required under this permit 
including all recorded parameters and calculated values shall be submitted to the Manager of the 
Technical Management Section, Bureau of Air Quality, at the address listed below, postmarked no later 
than thirty (30) calendar days after the end of the reporting period. 
  SC DHEC - BAQ 
  Technical Management Section 
  2600 Bull Street 
  Columbia, SC  29201 
 

11 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  These sources are subject to all provisions of SC Regulation 61-62.5, Standard 
No. 7, “Prevention of Significant Deterioration” for PM, PM10, SO2, NOX, CO, VOC, lead, sulfuric acid, 
and fluorides. 
 

12 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  The Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for Boilers No. 1 and No. 2 was 
determined to be the following: 
 

Pollutant BACT Limit 
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Condition 
Number Conditions 

PM Use of fabric filter 
baghouse 

0.018 lb/million Btu, each (total PM, 3-hr avg) 
0.015 lb/million Btu, each (filterable PM, 3-hr avg) 

PM10 
Use of fabric filter 

baghouse 
0.018 lb/million Btu, each (total PM10, 3-hr avg) 

0.012 lb/million Btu, each (filterable PM10, 3-hr avg) 
SO2 Use of FGD 0.12 lb/million Btu, each (30-day avg) 
NOX Use of SCR 0.07 lb/million Btu, each (30-day avg) 

CO Good combustion 
practices 0.15 lb/million Btu, each (30-day avg) 

VOC Good combustion 
practices 0.0024 lb/million Btu, each (3-hr avg) 

Lead Use of fabric filter 
baghouse 0.0000191 lb/million Btu, each (3-hr avg) 

Fluorides Use of FGD 3.41 x 10-4 lb/million Btu, each (3-hr avg) 
(95% scrubbing efficiency) 

H2SO4 Use of FGD 0.005 lb/106 Btu, each (3-hr avg) 
  
In addition, fuels shall be limited to use of ultra low sulfur fuel oil containing 0.0015% sulfur or less (No. 
2 fuel oil containing 0.05% sulfur or less may be used if ultra low sulfur fuel oil is not commercially 
available) or natural gas during startup, shutdown, and flame stabilization and use of eastern bituminous 
coal blended with up to 30% petcoke during normal operation.  During startup and shutdown, each boiler 
shall not exceed the following limits: 
 

Pollutant BACT Limit (total pounds for “C” hours) 

PM 

Use of fabric filter 
baghouse as 

established  by startup 
and shutdown plan  

C * 102.6 lb/hr, each (total PM) 
C * 85.5 lb/hr, each (filterable PM) 

PM10 

Use of fabric filter 
baghouse as 

established by startup 
and shutdown plan 

C * 102.6 lb/hr, each (total PM10) 
C * 68.4 lb/hr, each (filterable PM10) 

SO2 
Use of FGD as 

established by startup 
and shutdown plan 

C * 684 lb/hr, each 

NOX Follow startup and 
shutdown plan C * 399 lb/hr, each 

CO Good combustion 
practices C * 855 lb/hr, each 

VOC Good combustion 
practices C * 13.68 lb/hr, each 

Lead 

Use of fabric filter 
baghouse as 

established by startup 
and shutdown plan 

C * 0.11 lb/hr, each 

Fluorides 
Use of FGD as 

established by startup 
and shutdown plan 

C * 1.94 lb/hr, each 

H2SO4 
Use of FGD as 

established by startup 
and shutdown plan 

 
C * 28.5 lb/hr, each 

 where C = duration in hours of individual startup or shutdown periods 
 
The pollution control systems shall be brought into service during startup, consistent with the technical 
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Condition 
Number Conditions 

limitations, manufacturers’ specifications, and good engineering and maintenance practices.  The fabric 
filter baghouse and FGD systems shall achieve substantial control upon introduction of coal into the 
boilers, and optimum performance upon the unit reaching steady load conditions.  The SCR system shall 
be brought into service upon the unit reaching minimum load levels that correspond to specific flue gas 
temperatures necessary for operating the SCR system, as specified by the manufacturer.  The startup 
period shall end once the SCR system is brought into service.  No specific operating procedures will 
apply during periods of shutdown since emissions are not expected to fluctuate significantly and will 
essentially cease upon elimination of fuel in the boilers. 
 

13 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  The owner/operator shall establish a startup/shutdown/malfunction plan 
including but not limited to, specifying the expected duration of normal startups and shutdowns, the 
expected intervals of time (or load) for which control devices are not expected to be on line (per 
manufacturer or other requirements), and operational conditions that are expected to be followed that 
minimize emissions.  Also, included in this plan the owner/operator shall establish how operation of the 
boilers at low utilization will be minimized.  This plan shall be submitted for approval to the Bureau’s 
Engineering Services Division prior to operation of either Boiler No. 1 or No. 2.  This plan shall be 
reviewed and updated on a minimum of an annual frequency and any changes shall be submitted to the 
Engineering Services Division within 30 days of the operating permit effective date anniversary.  If there 
are no changes, the report shall indicate such.  Failure of the facility to comply with the plan will 
represent a violation. 
 
Mass emissions of pollutants as described in Condition 12 occurring during the startup/shutdown periods 
shall not exceed the specified limits. 
 
The facility shall record emissions during startups, shutdowns, and malfunctions and shall report 
quarterly any instances for which actual emissions exceed the above specified rates, any instances for 
which any startup or shutdown exceeds the expected time (or load) parameters, and any instances where 
control devices are not operational as expected during startup and shutdown.  This report shall also 
include explanations where such instances occur.  If no instances occur during the reporting quarter, then 
the report shall indicate such. 
 

14 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  Source tests for opacity, PM, PM10, SO2, NOX, CO, VOC, H2SO4, lead, mercury, 
HCl and HF emissions from Boilers No. 1 and No. 2 will be required prior to the issuance of a permit to 
operate.  The tests shall be performed within 60 days after achieving maximum production but not later 
than 180 days after initial start-up.  The Bureau must be notified at least two weeks prior to a source test 
so that a Bureau representative may be present.  Source test methodology, to include testing at worst-case 
conditions for Standard 7 and representative conditions for MACT, must be approved by the Bureau and 
comply with SC DHEC Regulation 61-62.1, Section IV - Source Testing. 
 
Ongoing source tests for CO and PM may be waived by the Department if the CO and PM CEMS data 
are submitted by the facility and show consistent compliance with the respective limits. 
 

15 

(Material Handling Systems)  Source tests for PM from representative sources will be required prior to 
the issuance of a permit to operate.  The representative sources shall consist of testing each type of 
baghouse or water mist dust eliminator for the highest emitting source of that type.  The representative 
sources would likely include, but not be limited to, the baghouse or water mist dust eliminator for one 
coal bunker (six silos), baghouse or water mist dust eliminator for the coal crusher, and another 
representative baghouse or water mist dust eliminator.  The proposed list of sources to be tested shall be 
submitted to the Bureau for approval as part of the test protocol.  The tests shall be performed within 60 
days after achieving maximum production but not later than 180 days after initial start-up.  The Bureau 
must be notified at least two weeks prior to a source test so that a Bureau representative may be present.  
Source test methodology, to include testing at worst-case conditions, must be approved by the Bureau 
and comply with SC DHEC Regulation 61-62.1, Section IV - Source Testing. 
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16 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  Notification of intent to source test, performance of source tests, and the 
reporting of source test results shall comply with 40 CFR 60.8, New Source Performance Standards 
(NSPS), and with South Carolina Regulation 61-62.1, Section IV, Source Tests. 
 

17 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  This source is permitted to operate two supercritical pulverized coal-fired boilers, 
each rated at a heat input rate of 5,700 million Btu/hr.  These units are permitted to burn eastern 
bituminous coal, or eastern bituminous coal with petcoke blended up to 30% by composite weight (i.e., 
30% petcoke and 70% coal) as fuel.  Ultra low sulfur fuel oil (or fuel oil No. 2 containing 0.05% or less 
sulfur if ultra low sulfur fuel oil is not commercially available) and natural gas may be used for initial 
firing of each boiler during startup in addition to periods requiring flame stabilization.  The use of any 
other substances as fuel is prohibited without prior written approval from the Bureau of Air Quality.  
During operation of these units, all control devices (including fabric filter baghouses, FGD Scrubbers, 
Low NOX Burners, and SCR controls) shall be operated consistent with the technological limitations, 
manufacturer’s specifications, and good engineering and maintenance practices for the control devices. 
 

18 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  The owner/operator shall maintain on file all measurements including continuous 
monitoring system or monitoring device performance measurements; all continuous monitoring system 
performance evaluations; all continuous monitoring system or monitoring device calibration checks; 
adjustments and maintenance performed on these systems or devices; and all other information required 
in a permanent form. 
 

19 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  The owner/operator shall install, operate, and maintain continuous opacity 
monitoring system (COMS) for monitoring and reporting of opacity and continuous emissions monitor 
systems (CEMS) for monitoring and reporting of emissions of PM, NOX, SO2, CO, and mercury. 
 

20 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  These units are subject to all applicable requirements of 40CFR60 Subparts A 
and Da, New Source Performance Standards for Electric Utility Steam Generating Plants, as revised June 
9, 2006. 
 

21 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  40CFR60.42Da(c)  On and after the date on which the performance test required 
to be conducted under 40CFR60.8 is completed, no owner or operator subject to the provisions of 
40CFR60 Subpart Da shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any affected facility any 
gases that contain particulate matter in excess of either: 
(a) 0.14 lb/MWh gross energy output; or 
(b) 0.015 lb/MMBtu heat input derived from the combustion of solid, liquid, or gaseous fuel. 
 
As an alternative to meeting the requirements above, the owner or operator may elect to meet the 
requirements as follows. On and after the date on which the performance test required to be conducted 
under 40CFR60.8 is completed, the owner or operator subject to the provisions of 40CFR60 Subpart Da 
shall not cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any affected facility any gases that contain 
particulate matter in excess of: 
(a) 0.03 lb/MMBtu) heat input, and 
(b) 99.9 percent reduction. 
 

22 

(Boiler B01 and BoilerB02)  40CFR60.43Da(i)  On and after the date on which the performance test 
required to be conducted under 40CFR60.8 is completed, no owner or operator subject to the provisions 
of 40CFR60 Subpart Da shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any affected facility any 
gases that contain sulfur dioxide in excess of either: 
(a) 1.4 lb/MWh gross energy output on a 30-day rolling average basis, or 
(b) 5 percent of the potential combustion concentration (95 percent reduction) on a 30-day rolling 
average basis. 
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23 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  40CFR60.44Da(e)  On and after the date on which the performance test required 
to be conducted under 40CFR60.8 is completed, no owner or operator subject to the provisions of 
40CFR60 Subpart Da shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any affected facility, any 
gases that contain nitrogen oxides (expressed as NO2) in excess of 1.0 lb/MWh gross energy output on a 
30-day rolling average basis. 
 

24 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  This is a state-only standard. These requirements will be met until this state 
regulation is repealed. 
SC Reg 61-62.40CFR 60.44Da(e)  On and after the date on which the performance test required to be 
conducted under 40CFR60.8 is completed, no owner or operator subject to the provisions of SC Reg 61-
62.40CFR 60 Subpart Da that burns only bituminous coal, shall cause to be discharged into the 
atmosphere from any new affected source, any gases that contain mercury in excess of 20.0 x 10-6 
lb/MWh (0.02 lb/gigawatt-hr) on an output basis averaged on a 12-month rolling average basis.   
(Boilers B01 and B02)  SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2)  Emissions of mercury from each boiler 
shall not exceed 69 lb/year for each boiler.  This emission rate shall be demonstrated based on CEMS 
monitoring on a 12-month rolling sum basis and shall follow 40 CFR 60 monitoring and reporting 
requirements.  This limit is a state-only requirement. 

25 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  In accordance with SC Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 1, Emissions from Fuel 
Burning Operations and 40CFR60.42Da(b), Standards Of Performance For Electric Utility Steam 
Generating Units For Which Construction Is Commenced After September 18, 1978, these boilers shall 
not discharge into the ambient air smoke which exceeds an opacity of 20%.  The twenty percent (20%) 
opacity limit may be exceeded for soot blowing only, where so equipped, but may not be exceeded for 
more than six (6) minutes in a one hour period nor be exceeded for more than a total of four 6-minute 
periods in a twenty-four (24) hour period, of not more than 27% opacity.  This opacity standard applies at 
all times except during periods of startup and shutdown. 
 
The owner/operator shall, to the extent practicable, maintain and operate any source including associated 
air pollution control equipment in a manner consistent with good air pollution control practices for 
minimizing emissions.  For the opacity standards set forth above to not apply during startup or shutdown 
the owner/operator shall maintain a log of the time, magnitude, duration and any other pertinent 
information to determine periods of startup and shutdown. 
 

26 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  40CFR 60.49Da(a)  The owner or operator of an affected facility shall install, 
calibrate, maintain, and operate a continuous monitoring system, and record the output of the system, for 
measuring the opacity of emissions discharged to the atmosphere, except where gaseous fuel is the only 
fuel combusted. If opacity interference due to water droplets exists in the stack (for example, from the 
use of an FGD system), the opacity is monitored upstream of the interference (at the inlet to the FGD 
system). If opacity interference is experienced at all locations (both at the inlet and outlet of the sulfur 
dioxide control system), alternate parameters indicative of the particulate matter control system's 
performance are monitored (subject to the approval of the Department and EPA). 
 

27 

(Boilers B01 and B02) 40CFR60.48Da(e) After the initial performance test required under 40CFR60.8 
compliance with the sulfur dioxide emission limitations and percentage reduction requirements under 
40CFR60.23a and the nitrogen oxides emission limitations under 40CFR60.22a is based on the average 
emission rate for 30 successive boiler operating days. A separate performance test is completed at the end 
of each boiler operating day after the initial performance test, and a new 30-day average emission rate for 
both sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides and a new percent reduction for sulfur dioxide are calculated to 
show compliance with the standards. 
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(Boilers B01 and B02) 40CFR60.48Da(f)  For the initial performance test required under 40CFR60.8 
compliance with the sulfur dioxide emission limitations and percent reduction requirements under 
40CFR60.23a and the nitrogen oxides emission limitation under 40CFR60.22a is based on the average 
emission rates for sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, and percent reduction for sulfur dioxide for the first 30 
successive boiler operating days. The initial performance test is the only test in which at least 30 days 
prior notice is required unless otherwise specified by the Department. The initial performance test is to be 
scheduled so that the first boiler operating day of the 30 successive boiler operating days is completed 
within 60 days after achieving the maximum production rate at which the affected facility will be 
operated, but not later than 180 days after initial startup of the facility. 
 

29 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  The owner or operator shall submit to the Bureau the SO2, NOX and mercury 
performance test data from the initial performance tests and performance evaluations of the CEMS 
following the requirements of 40CFR60.49Da to include the applicable performance specification in 40 
CFR 60 Appendix B. 
 

30 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  40CFR60.51Da  Reports demonstrating compliance with the opacity, sulfur 
dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, and mercury limits in accordance with 40CFR Part 60 Subpart Da shall be 
submitted to the Bureau of Air Quality.  These reports shall contain information specified in 
40CFR60.51Da and shall be submitted quarterly (for opacity and if submitted electronically) or semi-
annually (other than opacity, if submitted in written form).  Reporting of opacity data meeting the 
requirements of this regulation shall be waived if operation and reporting of PM CEMS data is 
maintained. 
 

31 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  40 CFR 60.7(c)  The owner or operator is required to submit excess emission 
reports to the Bureau of Air Quality for any calendar quarter during which there are excess emissions 
from a boiler.  If there are no excess emissions during the calendar quarter, the owner or operator shall 
submit a report quarterly stating that excess emissions have not occurred during the reporting period. 
 

Deleted: .1

Deleted: 25



 
Santee Cooper (Pee Dee Generating Station) 

CONSTRUCTION PERMIT NUMBER: 1040-0113-CA 
DATE OF ISSUE: DRAFT 

Page 16 of 34 
 

Condition 
Number Conditions 

32 

(Boilers B01 andB02)  40CFR60.7(e)(1) 
A. Notwithstanding the frequency of reporting requirements specified in Condition 31 of this permit, an 

owner or operator who is required by 40CFR60 Subpart Da to submit excess emissions and 
monitoring systems performance reports (and summary reports) on a quarterly (or more frequent) 
basis may reduce the frequency of reporting for that standard to semiannual if the following 
conditions are met: 

  i.  For 1 full year (e.g., 4 quarterly or 12 monthly reporting periods) the affected facility's excess 
emissions and monitoring systems reports submitted to comply with a standard under 40CFR60 
Subpart Da continually demonstrate that the facility is in compliance with the applicable 
standard; 

 ii.  The owner or operator continues to comply with all recordkeeping and monitoring requirements 
specified in 40CFR60 Subpart Da and the applicable standard; and 

iii.  The Bureau does not object to a reduced frequency of reporting for the affected facility, as 
provided in paragraph (B) of this condition. 

  
B. The frequency of reporting of excess emissions and monitoring systems performance (and summary) 

reports may be reduced only after the owner or operator notifies the Bureau in writing of his or her 
intention to make such a change and the Bureau does not object to the intended change. In deciding 
whether to approve a reduced frequency of reporting, the Bureau may review information concerning 
the source's entire previous performance history during the required recordkeeping period prior to the 
intended change, including performance test results, monitoring data, and evaluations of an owner or 
operator's conformance with operation and maintenance requirements. Such information may be used 
by the Bureau to make a judgment about the source's potential for noncompliance in the future. If the 
Bureau disapproves the owner or operator's request to reduce the frequency of reporting, the Bureau 
will notify the owner or operator in writing within 45 days after receiving notice of the owner or 
operator's intention. The notification from the Bureau to the owner or operator will specify the 
grounds on which the disapproval is based. In the absence of a notice of disapproval within 45 days, 
approval is automatically granted. 

  
C. As soon as monitoring data indicate that the affected facility is not in compliance with any emission 

limitation or operating parameter specified in the applicable standard, the frequency of reporting shall 
revert to the frequency specified in the applicable standard, and the owner or operator shall submit an 
excess emissions and monitoring systems performance report (and summary report, if required) at the 
next appropriate reporting period following the non-complying event. After demonstrating compliance 
with the applicable standard for another full year, the owner or operator may again request approval 
from the Bureau to reduce the frequency of reporting for that standard as provided for in paragraphs 
(A) and (B) of this condition. 

 

33 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  In accordance with SC Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 1 - Emissions from 
Fuel Burning Operations, Section II - Particulate Matter Emissions, the allowable discharge of particulate 
matter resulting from the fuel burning operations is based on the input heat rate of each unit.  Whenever a 
unit operates below 1,300 million Btu/hr, the limit is 0.6 lb/million Btu for that unit.  For input heat rates 
equal to or above 1,300 million Btu/hr, the limit is expressed as a function of the input heat rate per the 
following equation: 

E = 57.84 P –0.637 
where E = PM emission limit in lb/million Btu, and P = input heat rate in million Btu/hr. 
At maximum heat capacity of 5,700 million Btu/hr, each unit’s limit is 0.234 lb/million Btu input. 
 

34 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  In accordance with SC Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 1 - Emissions from 
Fuel Burning Operations, Section III - Sulfur Dioxide Emissions, the maximum allowable discharge of 
sulfur dioxide (SO2) resulting from the fuel burning operations is 3.5 pounds per million Btu input. 
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(Boilers B01 and B02)  These boilers are limited to the following emission rates as allowed by SC 
Regulation 61-62.1, Section II(J)(2).  Each emission limit shall be demonstrated based on a 24-hr block 
total period.  Compliance with these emission limits will demonstrate that the facility is adhering to the 
premises of the permit application related to mass emissions for PSD applicable pollutants.  Reports of 
daily emission rates shall be submitted quarterly. 

Pollutant B01 and B02 Limits Method Monitoring 
PM10 (filterable) 1.09 tons/day, each 

1.64 tons/day, combined 
201 Source test and heat input 

rate 
PM (filterable) 1.36 tons/day, each 

2.05 tons/day, combined 
5, 5B, 17, or 
CEMS 

Source test and heat input 
rate or CEMS 

PM10 (total) 1.64 tons/day, each 
2.46 tons/day, combined 

201, 202 Source test and heat input 
rate 

PM (total) 1.64 tons/day, each 
2.46 tons/day, combined 

5, 5B, 17, 202 Source test and heat input 
rate  

SO2 10.92 tons/day, each 
16.42 tons/day, combined 

CEMS CEMS 

NOX 6.37 tons/day, each 
9.58 tons/day, combined 

CEMS CEMS 

CO 13.64 tons/day, each 
20.52 tons/day, combined 

CEMS CEMS 

VOC 0.22 tons/day, each 
0.33 tons/day, combined 

18, 25 or 25A Source test and heat input 
rate 

Lead 0.0017 tons/day, each 
0.0026 tons/day, combined 

29 Source test and heat input 
rate 

H2SO4 0.455 tons/day, each 
0.684 tons/day, combined 

8 Source test and heat input 
rate 

Fluorides 0.031 tons/day, each 
0.047 tons/day, combined 

13 Source test and heat input 
rate 

 
Emission rates for pollutants not relying on CEMS data shall be determined by using the most recent (or 
initial if the only one) source test result multiplied by the total daily heat input averaged over 24 hours.  
Only the pollutant having a source test result closest to the emission limit must be calculated for each day 
of the reporting period.  The facility shall list the source test results for the other pollutants and include a 
single demonstration of compliance with the associated emission limit.  
 

36 

(06 [MT23, MT24, MT25, MT28, MT29, MT30], 07 [CR01])  40CFR60.672(a)  On and after the date on 
which the performance test required to be conducted by §60.8 is completed, no owner or operator subject 
to the provisions of 40CFR60 Subpart OOO shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any 
transfer point on belt conveyors or from any other affected facility any stack emissions which: 
(1) Contain particulate matter in excess of 0.05 g/dscm (0.022 gr/dscf); and 
(2) Exhibit greater than 7 percent opacity. 
 
Initial performance tests required in 40 CFR 60.8 shall be conducted as specified in 40 CFR 60.675.  
Written reports of the results of all performance tests shall be submitted to the Manager of Source 
Evaluation Section, Bureau of Air Quality, as specified in SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section IV. 
 

Deleted: .1

Deleted: 25

Deleted: , or CEMS

Deleted: or CEMS



 
Santee Cooper (Pee Dee Generating Station) 

CONSTRUCTION PERMIT NUMBER: 1040-0113-CA 
DATE OF ISSUE: DRAFT 

Page 18 of 34 
 

Condition 
Number Conditions 

37 

(06 [MT20, MT21, MT22, MT26, MT27], 08 [MT34, MT35, MT36])  40CFR60.672(b) On and after the 
sixtieth day after achieving the maximum production rate at which the affected facility will be operated, 
but not later than 180 days after initial startup as required under 40CFR60.11, no owner or operator 
subject to the provisions of 40CFR60 Subpart OOO shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere 
from any transfer point on belt conveyors or from any other affected facility any fugitive emissions 
which exhibit greater than 10 percent opacity. 
 
Initial performance tests required in 40 CFR 60.8 shall be conducted as specified in 40 CFR 60.675.  
Written reports of the results of all performance tests shall be submitted to the Manager of Source 
Evaluation Section, Bureau of Air Quality, as specified in SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section IV. 
 

38 

(03 [MT10, MT11, MT12], 05 [CR01])  40CFR60.252(c)  On and after the date on which the 
performance test required to be conducted by 40CFR60.8 is completed, an owner or operator subject to 
the provisions of 40CFR60 Subpart Y shall not cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any coal 
processing and conveying equipment, coal storage system, or coal transfer and loading system processing 
coal, gases which exhibit 20 percent opacity or greater. 
 

39 

(03-10) In accordance with SC Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 4 - Emissions from Process Industries, 
Section IX - Visible Emissions (Where Not Specified Elsewhere), where construction or modification 
began after December 31, 1985, emissions (including fugitive emissions) shall not exhibit an opacity 
greater than 20%. 
 

40 

In accordance with SC Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 4 - Emissions from Process Industries, Section 
VIII - Other Manufacturing, particulate matter emissions shall be limited to the rate specified by use of 
the following equations: for process weight rates less than or equal to 30 tons per hour (E = 4.10P0.67) and 
for process weight rates greater than 30 tons per hour (E = 55.0P0.11 - 40) where E = the allowable 
emission rate in pounds per hour and P = process weight rate in tons per hour.  As such, each unit’s 
allowable particulate matter emission limit is limited to the amount shown in the table below at its 
nominal production rating: 
 

Emission 
Unit ID Process Emission 

Limit (lbs/hr) 

Process Weight 
Rate 

(tons/hr) 
03 Coal Material Transfer 

(combined equipment) 76.23 900 

04 Petcoke Material 
Transfer 

(combined equipment) 
76.23 900 

05 Coal-Petcoke Crusher 76.23 900 
06 Limestone Material 

Transfer 
(combined equipment) 

53.55 125 

07 Limestone Crusher 53.55 125 
08 Gypsum Material 

Transfer 
(combined equipment) 

60.50 240 

09 Fly Ash Material 
Transfer 

(combined equipment) 
63.00 300 
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(Boilers B01 and B02)  These units are subject to SC Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 5.1, Best 
Available Control Technology (BACT)/Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) Applicable to 
Volatile Organic Compounds based on “Net VOC Emissions Increase” exceeding 100 tpy.  BACT for 
these sources is determined to be Good Combustion Practices and a limit of 0.0024 lb/million Btu.  Good 
Combustion Practices shall include operating the boilers to minimize VOC emissions by maintaining 
proper boiler temperature and available excess oxygen for complete combustion. 
 

42 
(ID03-09, 11)  These Material Transfer and Process Systems are subject to all provisions of SC 
Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 7, “Prevention of Significant Deterioration” for PM and PM10. 
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(ID03-11)  The Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for the Material Transfer and Process 
Systems for PM emissions was determined to be the following: 

Emission 
Unit ID Equipment BACT Limit 

03 Coal Material 
Transfer 

Use of baghouses or water 
mist dust eliminators, 

Control of fugitive 
emissions 

6.57 lb/hr, total;  
99% control for sources 
with baghouses or water 

mist dust eliminators 

04 Petcoke Material 
Transfer 

Use of baghouses or water 
mist dust eliminators, 

Control of fugitive 
emissions 

2.51 lb/hr, total;  
99% control for sources 
with baghouses or water 

mist dust eliminators 

05 Coal – Petcoke 
Crusher 

Use of baghouses or water 
mist dust eliminators, 

Control of fugitive 
emissions 

0.59 lb/hr, total;  
99% control for sources 
with baghouses or water 

mist dust eliminators 

06 
Limestone 
Material 
Transfer  

Use of baghouses or water 
mist dust eliminators, 

Control of fugitive 
emissions 

0.84 lb/hr, total;  
99% control for sources 
with baghouses or water 

mist dust eliminators 

07 Limestone 
Crusher 

Use of baghouses or water 
mist dust eliminators, 

Control of fugitive 
emissions 

0.05 lb/hr, total;  
99% control for sources 
with baghouses or water 

mist dust eliminators 

08 
Gypsum 
Material 
Transfer 

Control of fugitive 
emissions 1.30 lb/hr, total 

09 Fly Ash Material 
Transfer 

Use of baghouses or water 
mist dust eliminators, 

Control of fugitive 
emissions 

0.045 lb/hr, total;  
99% control for sources 
with baghouses or water 

mist dust eliminators 

11 Cooling Tower 
(each) 

Use of high efficiency drift 
eliminators (0.0005% drift 

loss) 
0.466 lb/hr 

Control of fugitive emissions may include, but not be limited to, enclosure of transfer points to the extent 
practical, use of wet suppression if appropriate, proper maintenance of equipment, minimizing or 
avoiding if possible transfer of material during windy conditions.  The facility shall submit a fugitive 
emission control Best Management Practices plan to the Department for approval, to include justification 
for any roadways that will not be paved along with methods for controlling fugitive emissions from those 
roadways; justification for any transfer points not enclosed along with methods for controlling fugitive 
emissions from those transfer points; methods for controlling fugitive emissions from storage piles; and 
weather conditions under which materials will not be transferred.  The facility will also be required to 
update the Best Management Practices plan every 5 years or upon any significant change impacting 
fugitive emissions.  The plan shall be maintained on-site and be made available to DHEC personnel as 
requested. 
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(03 [MT03, MT08, MT09, SP03], 04 [SP04, MT14], 06 [MT20, MT21, MT26, MT27, SP01]08 [MT34, 
MT35, MT36, SP02, SP05], 09 [MT31, MT32])  The permittee shall perform a visual inspection on 
uncontrolled sources on a semi-annual basis.  Visual Inspection means a qualitative observation of 
opacity during daylight hours where the inspector records results in a log, noting color, duration, density 
(heavy or light), cause and corrective action taken for any abnormal emissions.  The observer does not 
need to be certified to conduct valid visual inspections.  However, at a minimum, the observer should be 
trained and knowledgeable about the effects on visibility of emissions caused by background contrast, 
ambient lighting, and observer position relative to lighting, wind, and the presence of uncombined water. 
 Logs shall be kept to record all visual inspections, including cause and corrective action taken for any 
abnormal emissions and visual inspections from date of recording.  The owner/operator shall submit 
semiannual reports. 
 

45 

(T04-09 - Ammonia Storage Tanks)  It has been determined that these tanks will be subject to SC 
Regulation 61-62.68, Chemical Accident Prevention Provisions, due to in-process storage or use of a 
regulated substance in quantities above the specified threshold; therefore, the following must be 
completed: 

1. Submittal of a Risk Management Plan (RMP) to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
prior to the date the regulated substance is first present above the threshold quantity in a 
process. 

2. Compliance with the Risk Management Program prior to the date the regulated substance is first 
present above the threshold quantity in a process. 

3. Submittal of subsequent revisions/updates of the RMP in accordance with SC Regulation 61-
62.68.190. 

If it is determined by the implementing agency (or other delegated authority) that additional relevant 
information is needed, this facility will be required to submit the information in a timely manner. 
 

46 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  These sources are subject to SC Regulation 61-62.96 “Nitrogen Oxides (NOX) 
Budget Trading Program,” CAIR, SC Regulation 61-62.60-Subpart – Subpart HHHH “CAMR”, and the 
Acid Rain Program and shall comply with all applicable provisions. 
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(Boilers B01 and B02)  The owners and operators, and to the extent applicable, the NOX authorized 
account representative of a NOX Budget unit, shall comply with the monitoring and reporting 
requirements as provided in Subpart H of SC Regulation 61-62.96 and in Subpart H of 40 CFR 75. For 
purposes of complying with such requirements, the definitions in SC Regulation 61-62.96.2 and in 40 
CFR part 72 section 72.2 shall apply, and the terms “affected unit,” “designated representative,” and 
“continuous emission monitoring system” (or “CEMS”) in 40 CFR 75 shall be replaced by the terms 
“NOX Budget unit,” “NOX authorized account representative,” and “continuous emission monitoring 
system” (or “CEMS”), respectively, as defined in SC Regulation 61-62.96.2. 
 
The NOX authorized account representative shall comply with all record keeping and reporting 
requirements in SC Regulation 61-62.96.72 and with the requirements of SC Regulation 61-62.96.10(e).  
Quarterly reports, as specified in SC Regulation 61-62.96.72(d), shall be sent electronically to EPA or to 
the addresses listed below. 

US EPA, Region 4 
Air Enforcement Branch  
61 Forsyth Street 
Atlanta, GA 30303 

If the NOX authorized account representative for a NOX Budget unit subject to an Acid Rain Emission 
limitation who signed and certified any submission that is made under subpart F or G of 40 CFR part 75 
and which includes data and information required under this subpart or subpart H of 40 CFR part 75 is 
not the same person as the designated representative or the alternative designated representative for the 
unit under 40 CFR part 72, the submission must also be signed by the designated representative or the 
alternative designated representative. 
 
Unless otherwise provided, the owners and operators of the NOX Budget source and each NOX Budget 
unit at the source shall keep on site at the source each of the following documents for a period of 5 years 
from the date the document is created. This period may be extended for cause, at any time prior to the 
end of 5 years, in writing by the Department or the EPA. 

(i) The account certificate of representation for the NOX authorized account representative for the 
source and each NOX Budget unit at the source and all documents that demonstrate the truth of 
the statements in the account certificate of representation, in accordance with Section 96.13; 
provided that the certificate and documents shall be retained on site at the source beyond such 5-
year period until such documents are superseded because of the submission of a new account 
certificate of representation changing the NOX authorized account representative. 

(ii) All emissions monitoring information, in accordance with subpart H of this regulation; provided 
that to the extent that subpart H of this regulation provides for a 3-year period for record 
keeping, the 3-year period shall apply. 

(iii) Copies of all reports, compliance certifications, and other submissions and all records made or 
required under the NOX Budget Trading Program. 

(iv) Copies of all documents used to complete a NOX Budget permit application and any other 
submission under the NOX Budget Trading Program or to demonstrate compliance with the 
requirements of the NOX Budget Trading Program. 
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(Boilers B01 and B02)  These requirements shall be met until the state CAIR is repealed or until CAIR is 
replaced. 
These units are subject to limits, monitoring, record keeping, and reporting as specified in the Clean Air 
Interstate Rule (CAIR) and any related State Implementation Plan rules.  Implementation of NOX 
reductions are required by January 1, 2009, and for SO2 reductions by January 1, 2010.  The facility shall 
submit a CAIR NOX permit application, a CAIR NOX Ozone Season permit application, and a CAIR SO2 
permit application by the dates specified in the regulations for new units.  A CAIR permit shall be issued 
to include each CAIR NOX unit, each CAIR NOX Ozone Season unit, and each CAIR SO2 unit, and 
incorporated into this Title V permit. 
 
The owners and operators, and to the extent applicable, the CAIR designated representative, of each 
CAIR unit shall comply with the monitoring, record keeping, and reporting requirements of the CAIR 
regulations.  Each CAIR NOX unit and each CAIR NOX Ozone Season unit shall also comply with 40 
CFR 75, Subpart H, and each CAIR SO2 unit shall also comply with 40 CFR 75, Subparts F and G.  
Compliance with monitoring system certification requirements for CAIR NOX units, CAIR NOX Ozone 
Season units, and SO2 CAIR units shall be demonstrated by the dates specified in the regulations for new 
units. 
 
The CAIR designated representative shall submit quarterly reports to EPA in electronic format no later 
than 30 days following the end of each reporting quarter.  Data shall include NOX mass emission data, 
SO2 mass emission data, and heat input data for each CAIR unit.  CAIR NOX unit, CAIR NOX Ozone 
Season unit, and CAIR SO2 unit initial reporting shall cover the periods as specified in the regulations for 
new units. 
 

49 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  This is a state-only standard. These requirements will be met until this state 
regulation is repealed. 
These units are subject to limits, monitoring, record keeping, and reporting as specified in SC Reg 61-
62.60 Subpart HHHH – the Clean Air Mercury Rule (CAMR) and any related State Implementation Plan 
rules.  A CAMR permit shall be issued to include each CAMR unit and incorporated into this Title V 
permit. 
 
The facility shall install and maintain either a CEMS or a sorbent trap for continuous measurement of 
mercury emissions.  The owners and operators, and to the extent applicable, the CAMR designated 
representative, of each CAMR unit shall comply with the monitoring, record keeping, and reporting 
requirements of the CAMR regulations.  Each CAMR unit shall continue to comply with applicable parts 
of 40 CFR 72 and 40 CFR 75.  Should the facility desire to use any alternative monitoring system, a 
petition shall be submitted to the Bureau for consideration of approval.  Implementation of emissions 
monitoring and reporting is required by the dates specified in the regulation for new units.  Compliance 
with budget allowances is required by the date specified in the regulation for new units.  The facility 
shall submit a CAMR Hg permit application by the date specified in the regulation for new units. 
 
The CAMR designated representative shall submit quarterly reports to EPA in electronic format no later 
than 30 days following the end of each reporting quarter.  Data shall include hourly and cumulative Hg 
mass emission data, hourly and cumulative heat input (if applicable), and results of required QA tests.  
CAMR unit initial reporting shall cover the period as specified in the regulation for new units.  The 
CAMR designated representative shall submit compliance reports semi-annually. 
 
Should there be changes to this regulation prior to the applicability dates that change or add to the above 
requirements, the facility shall request a modification to this permit to incorporate such changes. 
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(Boilers B01 and B02)  These sources are subject to 40 CFR 64, Compliance Assurance Monitoring and 
shall comply with all applicable provisions. 
 
Unless exempted from these requirements as specified in condition 51, to meet the requirements of 40 
CFR 64 for Emission Units No. 01 and 02 (Boilers 01 and 02), the indicator for PM will be opacity.  The 
owner/operator shall install, continue to operate, and maintain a COMS in the exhaust gas stack location 
as the measurement approach.  COMS shall be used to provide assurance of compliance with applicable 
requirement that has subjected the facility to CAM. 
  
 The operational ranges for the opacity, with supporting documentation and quality assurance procedures, 
shall be submitted to the Bureau for approval within 180 days of the startup date of these new sources.  
At that time an excursion for monitoring parameters shall also be defined.  These operational ranges for 
the monitored parameters shall be derived from data which demonstrates a reasonable assurance of 
compliance. Process and capture system operational parameters shall be monitored during the stack tests 
and operational ranges or inspection and maintenance activities shall be developed for these parameters 
to reflect proper operation and maintenance of the control device and capture system.  Testing must be 
conducted in accordance with SC Regulation 61-62.1, Section IV, Source Tests.  The owner or operator 
shall coordinate with the Source Evaluation Section of this Bureau, and the test must be performed 
according to a protocol approved by this Department. The Bureau shall be notified not less than two (2) 
weeks before the initiation of the test and the final test report must be submitted no later than 30 days 
after completion of on-site testing. 
 
The operational range, exceedance and excursion information shall be incorporated into the facility’s Part 
70 (Title V) Operating Permit once all appropriate testing has been completed and the test results have 
been approved by the Bureau.  Such incorporation will represent a minor modification to the permit.  The 
facility shall provide all relevant information for this modification, including a listing of the exact 
changes needed to the existing Title V permit as required by Part 70 regulations.  The facility shall 
update their CAM plan with this information as appropriate. 
 

51 

(Boilers B01 and B02)  These sources shall be exempted from 40 CFR 64, Compliance Assurance 
Monitoring, for PM,SO2 and NOX if the facility requests the CEMS for these pollutants be designated as 
continuous compliance demonstration monitoring (CCDM).  If CCDM status is not requested or granted, 
the facility shall submit CAM plans for these pollutants within 180 days of startup of these new sources. 
 

52 

The emergency generators and fire pump (D01, D02, and F01) have been determined to be exempt from 
construction permitting requirements in accordance with South Carolina Regulation 61-62.1 Section 
II.F.2.e and as such are listed as exempt sources in this permit.  The emergency generators shall still 
comply with the requirements of all applicable regulations including but not limited to the following 
items (1) and (2).  The fire pump shall still comply with the requirements of all applicable regulations 
including but not limited to the following item (1): 
 

(1) New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) 40 CFR 60 Subparts A (General Provisions) and 
IIII (Stationary Compression Ignition Internal Combustion Engines) 

 
(2) National Emission Standards For Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) 40 CFR 63 Subparts A 

(General Provisions) and ZZZZ (Stationary Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines) 
 
Based on the fire pump being less than 500 HP, it is not an affected source for 40 CFR 63 Subpart ZZZZ. 
 

53 

(D01 and D02)  These generators have been defined as emergency generators, in accordance with 40 
CFR 63 Subpart ZZZZ. Therefore, they do not have to meet the requirements of the subpart or of Subpart 
A of 40 CFR 63 except for the initial notification requirements of 40 CFR 63.6645(d). 
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(Boilers B01 and B02)  The owner/operator shall install equipment associated with these boilers in a 
manner that should future specific controls for mercury be required, the installed equipment will 
accommodate the anticipated space necessary for the future mercury controls. 
 

55 

The cooling towers shall meet the PM BACT requirement to operate with a drift loss of 0.0005%.   The 
drift eliminators shall be maintained and operated to ensure the emission units are in compliance with 
applicable requirements and in accordance with manufacturer’s specifications and/or standard operating 
practices.  The permittee shall conduct an initial performance test based on Cooling Technology Institute 
(CTI) Acceptance Test Code (ATC) # 140 to verify drift percent achieved by the drift eliminator.  The 
permittee shall monitor total dissolved solids content of the circulating water on a monthly basis.  
Compliance with the lbs/hr emission limitation shall be demonstrated by multiplying the drift loss factor 
of 0.0005% multiplied by the water circulated in the cooling cells (gallons per hour) then multiplied by 
the TDS concentration (mg/L) and then converted from milligrams per minute to pounds per hour. 
Compliance with the annual emission limitation shall be determined by multiplying the hourly emission 
rate by 8,760 hours and dividing by 2,000 lbs/ton.  If requested by the Bureau, the permittee shall submit 
a testing proposal which will demonstrate that the maximum drift loss does not exceed 0.0005%. 

56 

To demonstrate adherence to efficient combustion and emission control practices, the facility shall install 
and operate carbon monoxide (CO) CEMS on each boiler system.  These CEMS shall be operated 
according to established and approved QA/QC practices and data shall be summarized to provide 30-day 
rolling averages.  These averages shall be maintained on site and submitted to the Bureau on a quarterly 
basis with any averages that exceed the BACT emission limits noted and explained. 
 

57 

If construction does not commence on the PSD affected source within 18 months after the effective date 
of a permit pursuant to the PSD regulations, or if construction is discontinued for a period of 18 months 
or more, or if construction is not completed within a reasonable time, as determined by the Bureau, the 
owner/operator may be required to re-evaluate its BACT analysis. 
 

58 

This permit contains emission limits based on the current attainment status of the area and consistent with 
other State and Federal requirements. Prior to the start of operation, should the area be designated non-
attainment for ozone or PM (PM10 or PM2.5), or if the Department determines that further reductions at 
the proposed site may be needed to prevent a possible non-attainment designation,the Department may 
reopen this permit and the current emissions limits may be revised to address attainment of these 
standards.  The owner or operator is advised to take appropriate steps to assure that operations and/or 
control devices permitted herein can be readily modified, added to, or retrofitted. 
 

59 

(ID01-02)  The owner/operator shall maintain daily monitoring of the petcoke blend ratio.  This blend 
shall not exceed 30% by weight petcoke.  When using petcoke, the petcoke blend ratio shall be 
calculated daily by measuring the weight of the petcoke burned as well as the weight of the entire 
coal/petcoke mixture.  Records of daily petcoke blend ratios shall be submitted quarterly. 
 

60 

This facility has requested that the use of baghouses for controlling particulate matter emissions from 
material handling equipment as specified in the initial application be changed to allow use of either 
baghouses or functionally equivalent water mist dust eliminators.  The Bureau will allow the use of 
functionally equivalent water mist dust eliminators instead of baghouses.  This approval is contingent on 
the facility submitting detailed water mist dust eliminator information and getting written approval from 
the Bureau verifying equivalency before installing any water mist dust eliminator. 
 

61 

(D01, D02, and F01)  The type of fuel used in these emergency generators shall be limited to ultra low 
sulfur fuel oil (containing a maximum of 0.0015% sulfur) if it is commercially available, otherwise use of 
fuel oil containing 0.05% or less sulfur will be acceptable. 
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In addition to any other provision of this permit, the Department retains the authority to reopen and 
revise this permit to incorporate additional requirements related to carbon dioxide and other greenhouse 
gas emissions as necessary to comply with state or federal statutes or rules. 
 

Case-by-Case MACT Requirements 

63 

The owner/operator shall comply with 40 CFR 63, National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants (NESHAP) for Source Categories, Subparts A (General Provisions) and B (Requirements for 
Control Technology Determinations for Major Sources in Accordance with Clean Air Act Sections, 
Sections 112(g) and 112(j)) and SC 61-62.63, Subparts A and B, as applicable. 
 

64 

All provisions contained in this final Notice of MACT Approval (NOMA), as contained in this permit, 
shall be federally enforceable upon the effective date of issuance of such notice, as provided by SC 
Regulation 61-63.43(j). [SC Regulation 61-63.43(g)(3)] 
 

65 

The case-by-case MACT requirementsThis NOMA applyies to two nominal 5,700 million Btu/hr (660 
MW gross output) pulverized coal fired boilers to be located at the proposed site described as the Pee 
Dee Generating Station located at 2651 Old South River Road, Pamplico, SC. 
 

66 

The following controls shall be installed and operated on each of the two boilers. (a) Fabric Filters (FF) 
for control of PM10, Mercury, and Non-mercury Metal HAPs.  (b) Flue Gas Desulfurization (FGD) for 
control of SO2, Mercury, and Acid Gas HAPs.  (c) Low NOx Burners (LNB), Separated Overfire Air 
(SOFA), and Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) for control of Mercury.  During operation of these 
boilers, all control devices shall be operated consistent with the technological limitations, manufacturer’s 
specifications, and good engineering and maintenance practices for the control devices. 
 

67 

These boilers are permitted to burn bituminous coal, or bituminous coal with petcoke blended up to 30% 
by composite weight (i.e., 30% petcoke and 70% coal) as fuel. Ultra low sulfur fuel oil (or fuel oil No. 2 
containing 0.05% or less sulfur if ultra low sulfur fuel oil is not commercially available) and natural gas 
may be used for initial firing of each boiler during startup in addition to periods requiring flame 
stabilization. The use of any other substances as fuel is prohibited without prior written approval from the 
Department. 
 

68 
All official correspondence, plans, application forms, and written statements are an integral part of this 
permit . 
 

69 

The owner/operator shall submit written notification to the Director of the Engineering Services Division 
of the date construction is commenced, postmarked no later than 30 days after such date, and written 
notification of the actual date of initial startup of each new or altered source, postmarked within 15 days 
after such date. 
 

70 
The owner or operator shall comply with all terms, conditions, and limitations of this case-by case 
MACT determination, as contained in this permit.. 
 

Deleted: .1

Deleted: 25

Deleted: NOMA

Inserted: NOMA.

Deleted: NOMA

Inserted: NOMA.



 
Santee Cooper (Pee Dee Generating Station) 

CONSTRUCTION PERMIT NUMBER: 1040-0113-CA 
DATE OF ISSUE: DRAFT 

Page 27 of 34 
 

Condition 
Number Conditions 

71 

Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.43(g) and SC Regulation 61-63.43(g)(1), MACT determination, the 
permittee shall comply with the following emissions limitations for HAP emissions: 
 

EMISSION LIMITATIONS (TABLE 2) 
Pollutant Emission limit (Each Boiler) Averaging Period 
Filterable PM10 (as a surrogate 
for 
Non-Mercury Metal HAPs) 

0.012 lb/million Btu 30-day 
 

SO2 (as a surrogate for Acid 
Gases) 

0.12 lb/million BTU 30-day 
 

CO (as a surrogate for Organic 
HAPs) 

0.15 lb/million Btu 30-day 
 

Mercury 8.0E-06 lbs/MWh 
46.3 lbs/yr 

12 month rolling average 
 

72 
The owner/operator must be in compliance with the emissions limitations in Table 2, including operating 
limits, at all times, except during periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction. 
 

73 
The owner/operator must always operate and maintain each boiler, including air pollution control and 
monitoring equipment, according to the provisions in 40 CFR 63.6(e)(1)(i). 
 

74 

The owner/operator must develop a written startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan, as outlined in 40 
CFR 63.6(e)(3), that describes, in detail, procedures for operating and maintaining each boiler during 
periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction; and a program of corrective action for malfunctioning 
process, air pollution control, and monitoring equipment used to comply with the emission limitations in 
Table 2. The startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan does not need to address any scenario that would 
not cause either boiler to exceed an emission limitation. This plan must be developed by the 
owner/operator by startup. During periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction, the owner/operator 
must operate each boiler in accordance with the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan. 
 

75 

Consistent with 63.6(e) and 63.7(e)(1), deviations that occur during a period of startup, shutdown, or 
malfunction are not violations if the owner/operator demonstrate to the Administrator's satisfaction that 
the owner/operator was operating in accordance with the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan. The 
Administrator will determine whether deviations that occur during a period of startup, shutdown, or 
malfunction are violations, according to the provisions in 40 CFR 63.6(e). 
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In order to demonstrate initial compliance with the emissions limitations in Table 2, the owner/operator 
must conduct performance tests, set operating limits, and conduct monitoring equipment performance 
evaluations within 60 days after achieving the maximum production rate at which the facility will be 
operated, but not later than 180 days after initial startup. 
 

INITIAL COMPLIANCE REQUIREMENTS (Table 3) 
Pollutant Emission Limit (Each Boiler) Method 
Filterable PM10 (as a surrogate 
for 
Non-Mercury Metal HAPs) 

0.012 lb/million Btu 
 

As Approved by the Bureau 
 

SO2 (as a surrogate for Acid 
Gases) 

0.12 lb/million BTU 
 

As Approved by the Bureau 

CO (as a surrogate for Organic 
HAPs) 

0.15 lb/million Btu 
 

As Approved by the Bureau 

Mercury (Hg) 
 

8.0E-06 lbs/MWh 
46.3 lbs/yr 

As Approved by the Bureau 

Hydrogen Chloride (HCl) 2.72E-03lb/million Btu As Approved by the Bureau 
Hydrogen Fluoride (HF) 3.40E-04lb/million Btu As Approved by the Bureau 

77 

The owner/operator shall conduct each performance test listed in Table 3 in accordance with paragraphs 
(a) through (d). 
 (a) The owner/operator must conduct each performance test according to 40 CFR 63 Section 63.7 

and SC Regulation 61-62.1 Section IV – Source Tests. 
 (b) The owner/operator may not conduct performance tests during periods of startup, shutdown, or 

malfunction. 
 (c) The owner/operator must conduct each performance test at representative performance (i.e., 

performance based on normal operating conditions) and must demonstrate initial compliance 
based on this test. 

 (d) Notification of intent to source test, submittal of site-specific test plans, performance of source 
tests, and the reporting of source test results shall comply with 40 CFR 63 Section 63.7, 63.10 
and with South Carolina Regulation 61-62.1, Section IV, Source Tests. The owner/operator 
shall submit a site specific test plan at least 60 calendar days before the performance test is 
scheduled to take place.  The Department must be notified at least two weeks prior to a source 
test so that a Department representative may be present. 

 

78 

Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.43 (g)(2)(ii) and SC Regulation 61-63.43(g)(2), the owner/operator shall conduct 
the following monitoring to assure continuous compliance with the applicable emission limitations in 
Table 2: 
 

CONTINUOUS COMPLIANCE REQUIREMENTS (Table 4) 
Pollutant Monitoring (Each Boiler) 
Filterable PM10 (as a surrogate for Non- 
Mercury Metal HAPS) 

 
PM CEMS 

SO2 (as a surrogate for Acid Gases) CEMS 
CO (as a surrogate for Organic HAPS) CEMS 
Mercury CEMS 
Hydrogen Chloride (HCl) Annual Source Test 
Hydrogen Fluoride (HF) Annual Source Test 

79 
All source tests shall be conducted in accordance with 40 CFR 63.7 and SC Regulation 61- 62.1, Section 
IV, Source Tests and as required in the “Initial Compliance Requirements” section of this permit. 
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80 
The owner/operator shall install, operate, and maintain continuous emissions monitor systems (CEMS) 
for monitoring and reporting of emissions of PM, CO and mercury. 
 

81 

The owner/operator must install, operate, and maintain each CEMS according to the requirements in 40 
CFR 63.8 and in paragraphs (a) through (f) of this section. 
 (a) Install, operate, and maintain each CEMS according to 40 CFR 63.8(c) and the appropriate 

Performance Specification in 40 CFR 60, appendix B. 
 (b) Conduct a performance evaluation of each CEMS according to the requirements of 40 CFR 63.8 

and the appropriate Performance Specification in 40 CFR 60, appendix B. 
 (c) As specified in 63.8(c)(4)(ii), each CEMS must complete a minimum of one cycle of operation 

(sampling, analyzing, and data recording) for each successive 15-minute period. 
 (d) Reduce CEMS data as specified in 40 CFR 63.8(g)(2). 
 (e) Record the results of each inspection, calibration, and validation check. 
 (f) Except for monitor malfunctions, associated repairs, and required quality assurance or control 

activities (including, as applicable, calibration checks and required zero and span adjustments), 
the owner/operator must monitor continuously (or collect data at all required intervals) at all 
times that the affected source is operating. 

 

82 

To demonstrate continuous compliance with the SO2 and CO emission limitations in Table 2, the 
owner/operator must utilize the CEMS data to calculate and record a 30-day rolling average emission rate 
on a daily basis. A new 30-day rolling average emission rate is calculated as the average of all of the 
hourly SO2 and CO emission data for the preceding 30 operating days. For purposes of calculating data 
averages, data recorded during periods of monitoring malfunctions, associated repairs, out-of control 
periods, required quality assurance or control activities must not be used. All the data collected during all 
other periods in assessing compliance must be used. Any period for which the monitoring system is out 
of control and data are not available for required calculations constitutes a deviation from the monitoring 
requirements. 
 

83 
For the mercury CEMS, the owner/operator must develop and submit to the Department for approval a 
unit specific monitoring plan. 
 

84 

To demonstrate continuous compliance with the mercury emission limitations in Table 2, the 
owner/operator shall install, calibrate and maintain a continuous emission monitoring system. 
Compliance with the mercury emission limitations shall be based on the total mercury emissions from 
each boiler and total gross MWh from each boiler during the compliance period.  The owner/operator 
shall calculate the mercury emission rate in lb/MWh for each calendar month of the year using hourly 
mercury concentrations measured by the CEMS and hourly gross electrical outputs. Compliance with the 
lb/MWh mercury emission limits shall be determined on a 12-month rolling average basis.  Compliance 
with the lb/yr mercury emission limit shall be determined on a 12-month rolling sum basis. 
 

85 

A monitoring malfunction is any sudden, infrequent, not reasonably preventable failure of the monitoring 
system to provide valid data. Monitoring failures that are caused in part by poor maintenance or careless 
operation are not malfunctions. Any period for which the monitoring system is out-of-control and data 
are not available for required calculations constitutes a deviation from the monitoring requirements. 
 

86 
To demonstrate continuous compliance with the filterable PM10, HCl and HF emission limitations in 
Table 2, the owner/operator must conduct annual performance tests for filterable PM10, HCl, HF. 
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The owner/operator must submit all of the notifications in 40 CFR 63.6(h)(4) and 63.6(h)(5), 63.7(b) and 
63.7(c), 63.8(e), 63.8(f)(4) and 63.8(f)(6), and 63.9(b) through (h) that apply to the owner/operator by the 
dates specified. 
 

88 

The owner/operator must submit a Notification of Compliance Status report according to 40 CFR 
63.9(h)(2)(ii) and the requirements specified in paragraphs (a) through (c) of this section. 
 (a) For each initial compliance demonstration, the owner/operator must submit the Notification of 

Compliance Status report, including all performance test results, before the close of business on 
the 60th day following the completion of the performance test and/or other initial compliance 
demonstrations according to 40 CFR 63.10(d)(2). 

 (b) The Notification of Compliance Status report must contain all the information specified in 
paragraphs (i) through (iv) of this section, as applicable. 

 (i) A description of the affected source(s) including identification of which subcategory 
the source is in, the capacity of the source, a description of the add-on controls used on 
the source description of the fuel(s) burned, and justification for the worst-case fuel 
burned during the performance test. 

 (ii) Summary of the results of all performance tests, fuel analyses, and calculations 
conducted to demonstrate initial compliance including all established operating limits. 

 (iii) A signed certification that the owner/operator has met all emissions limitations. 
 (iv) If had a deviation from any emission limitation, the owner/operator must also submit a 

description of the deviation, the duration of the deviation, and the corrective action 
taken in the Notification of Compliance Status report. 

 

89 The owner/operator shall submit notification for the CEMS as required by 40 CFR 63 Subpart A. 
 

90 The owner/operator shall keep records as required by 40 CFR 63 Subpart A. 
 

91 

The owner/operator must keep records according to paragraphs (a) through (c) of this section. 
 (a) A copy of each notification and report that the owner/operator submitted to comply with this 

subpart, including all documentation supporting any Initial Notification or Notification of 
Compliance Status or semiannual compliance report that the owner/operator submitted, 
according to the requirements in 40 CFR 63.10(b)(2)(xiv). 

 (b) The records in 40 CFR 63.6(e)(3)(iii) through (v) related to startup, shutdown, and malfunction. 
 (c) Records of performance tests or other compliance demonstrations and performance evaluations 

as required in 40 CFR 63.10(b)(2)(viii). 
 

92 

For each monitoring system required by this subpart, the owner/operator must keep records according to 
paragraphs (a) through (c) of this section. 
 (a) Records described in 40 CFR 63.10(b)(2)(vi) through (xi). 
 (b) Previous (i.e., superseded) versions of the performance evaluation plan as required in 40 CFR 

63.8(d)(3). 
 (c) Records of the date and time that each deviation started and stopped, and whether the deviation 

occurred during a period of startup, shutdown, or malfunction or during another period. 
 

93 
The owner/operator records must be in a form suitable and readily available for expeditious review, 
according to 40 CFR 63.10(b)(1). 
 

94 
As specified in 40 CFR 63.10(b)(1), the owner/operator must keep each record for 5 years following the 
date of each occurrence, measurement, maintenance, corrective action, report, or record. 
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95 

The owner/operator must keep each record on site for at least 2 years after the date of each occurrence, 
measurement, maintenance, corrective action, report, or record, according to 40 CFR 63.1(b)(1). The 
owner/operator can keep the records offsite for the remaining 3 years. 
 

96 

The owner/operator shall maintain on file all measurements including continuous monitoring system or 
monitoring device performance measurements; all continuous monitoring system performance 
evaluations; all continuous monitoring system or monitoring device calibration checks; adjustments and 
maintenance performed on these systems or devices; and all other information required in a permanent 
form. 
 

97 The owner/operator shall submit reports as required by 40 CFR 63 Subpart A. 
 

98 

The owner/operator must submit a semiannual compliance report to the Department according to the 
requirements in paragraphs (a) through (d) of this section. 
 (a) The first compliance report must cover the period beginning at startup and ending on June 30 or 

December 31, and lasting at least 6 months, but less than 12 months. 
 (b) The first compliance report must be postmarked or delivered no later than July 31 or January 31, 

whichever date comes first after the first compliance report is due. 
 (c) Each subsequent compliance report must cover the semiannual reporting period from January 1 

through June 30 or the semiannual reporting period from July 1 through December 31. 
 (d) Each subsequent compliance report must be postmarked or delivered no later than July 31 or 

January 31, whichever date comes first after the end of the semiannual reporting period. 
 

99 

The compliance report must contain the information required in paragraphs (a) through (e) and, as 
applicable, paragraphs (f) through (h). 
 (a) Company name and address. 
 (b) Statement by a responsible official with that official's name, title, and signature, certifying the 

truth, accuracy, and completeness of the content of the report. 
 (c) Date of report and beginning and ending dates of the reporting period. 
 (d) A summary of the results of the annual performance tests and documentation of any operating 

limits that were reestablished during this test, if applicable. 
 (e) If the owner/operator had a startup, shutdown, or malfunction during the reporting period and 

the owner/operator took actions consistent with the SSMP, the compliance report must include 
the information in 40 CFR 63.10(d)(5)(i). 

 (f) If there are no deviations from any of the emission limitations or operating limits, a statement 
that there were no deviations from the emissions limitations during the reporting period. A 
deviation occurs when monitoring data shows exceedance of 112(g) requirements. 

 (g) If there were no periods during which a CEMS was out-of-control as specified in 63.8(c)(7), a 
statement that there were no periods during which the CMS were out-of-control during the 
reporting period. 

 (h) For each deviation from an emissions limitation, the owner/operator must include the 
information in (i) through (xi). This includes periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction. 

 (i) The date and time that each malfunction started and stopped and description of the 
nature of the deviation. 

 (ii) The date and time that each CEMS was inoperative, except for zero (lowlevel) and 
high-level checks. 

 (iii) The date, time, and duration that each CEMS was out-of-control, including the 
information in 40 CFR 63.8(c)(8). 

 (iv) The date and time that each deviation started and stopped, and whether each deviation 
occurred during a period of startup, shutdown, or malfunction or during another period. 

 (v) A summary of the total duration of the deviation during the reporting period and the 
total duration as a percent of the total source operating time during that reporting period. 

 (vi) A breakdown of the total duration of the deviations during the reporting period into 
those that are due to startup, shutdown, control equipment problems, process problems, 
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other known causes, and other unknown causes. 
 (vii) A summary of the total duration of CEMS downtime during the reporting period and the 

total duration of CEMS downtime as a percent of the total source operating time during 
that reporting period. 

 (viii) A brief description of the source for which there was a deviation.  
 (ix) A brief description of each CEMS for which there was a deviation. 
 (x) The date of the latest CEMS certification or audit for the system for which there was a 

deviation. 
 (xi) A description of any changes in CEMS, processes, or controls since the last reporting 

period for the source for which there was a deviation. 
 

100 

If an action taken by the owner/operator during a startup, shutdown, or malfunction (including an action 
taken to correct a malfunction) is not consistent with the procedures specified in boilers’ startup, 
shutdown, and malfunction plan, and either boiler exceeds any emission limitation in Table 2, then the 
owner/operator must record the actions taken for that event and must report such actions within 2 
working days after commencing actions inconsistent with the plan, followed by a letter within 7 working 
days after the end of the event, in accordance with 40 CFR 63.10(d)(5) (unless the owner/operator makes 
alternative reporting arrangements, in advance, with the Department). 
 

101 

In addition to complying with this MACT determination, the owner/operator shall comply with the 
electric utility MACT Standard upon promulgation, within the timeframes allowed by 40 CFR 63, 
Subpart B and SC 61-62.63, Subpart B. 
 

102 

The owner/operator shall install equipment associated with the boilers in a manner that should future 
specific controls for mercury be required, the installed equipment will accommodate the anticipated 
space necessary for the future mercury controls. 
 

103 

(Boilers B01 and B02) The owner/operator shall comply with the most stringent hazardous air pollutant 
(or surrogate) emission limits established through the Notice of MACT Approval and any state or federal 
statutes or rules.  The Department retains the authority to reopen and revise this permit to incorporate 
additional requirements related to air toxics emissions as necessary to comply with state or federal 
statutes or rules. 
 

104 

In addition to installing, operating and maintaining a continuous emissions monitor systems (CEMS) for 
monitoring and reporting of emissions of mercury, the facility shall install, maintain and operate an 
ambient mercury monitoring station and associated meteorological station.  The facility shall submit a 
mercury monitoring plan for review and approval to the Department within 180 days of start of 
construction. 
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105 

Santee Cooper shall conduct a sorbent injection mercury control trial study on the first pulverized coal 
combustion unit to become operational.  The purpose of the study will be to assess the following:  (1) 
whether sorbent injection (to include activated carbon injection) in combination with co-benefit controls 
(SCR + FF + FGD) can produce mercury emission reductions greater than what is achieved with co-
benefit controls alone and how much of an improvement in mercury reduction (if any) can be achieved; 
and (2) whether a non-carbon sorbent injection method can be found that will avoid the potential problem 
of flyash contamination from carbon-based sorbent injection that might require landfilling of flyash and 
prevent selling of flyash for commercial use.  In addition to investigation of a non-carbon sorbent 
injection method for avoidance of flyash contamination, Santee Cooper shall have the option of including 
in the trial study a feasibility assessment of flyash beneficiation methods that might serve to enhance 
flyash commercial use with carbon-based sorbent injection in use.  Such beneficiation methods might 
include carbon burnout technology. 
 
The mercury control trial study shall be conducted over a six-month period (but not necessarily 
continuously for six months) to account for the effect of variability in coal mercury content over a 
prolonged period of time.  The study should include operation with and without petcoke combustion to 
assess the effect of petcoke combustion on mercury emissions. 
 
A plan for the mercury control trial study shall be submitted to the Department for approval no later than 
six months before the first pulverized coal combustion unit is expected to begin commercial operation.  
The plan shall include the date by which Santee Cooper proposes to begin the trial study. 
 
A report providing results of the mercury control trial study shall be submitted to the Department within 
60 days from the conclusion of the study.  The report shall include information on the cost of mercury 
control as indicated from actual costs incurred during the performance of the trial study. 
 

 
 
E.  EXEMPT SOURCES 

 
Equip ID Exempt Source Description Basis 

D01 Emergency Generator SC Reg 61-61.1, Section II.F.2.e 
D02 Emergency Generator SC Reg 61-61.1, Section II.F.2.e 
F01 Emergency Fire Pump SC Reg 61-61.1, Section II.F.2.e 

T01-T03, 
T10-T16, 

T28 
(11) Oil Storage Tanks SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II.B.2.h 

T04-T09 (6) Anhydrous Ammonia Storage Tanks SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II.B.2.h 
T17-T20 (4) Sulfuric Acid Storage Tanks SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II.B.2.h 
T21-T22 (2) Sodium Hydroxide Storage Tanks SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II.B.2.h 
T-23-T26 (4) Hypochlorite Storage Tanks SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II.B.2.h 

T27 (1) Organic Acid Storage Tank SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II.B.2.h 
T29 (1) Gasoline Storage Tank SC Reg 61-62.1, Section II.B.2.h 

 
 
 

 
__________________________________ 

Elizabeth J. Basil, Director 
Engineering Services Division 
Bureau of Air Quality 
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STANDARD NO. 2 - MODELED NAAQS EMISSION RATES (LBS/HR) 
SOURCE IDENTIFICATION TSP PM10 SO2

1 NOX CO 
POINT SOURCES 

B01 102.38 102.38 684.00 399.00 912.00 

B02 102.38 102.38 684.00 399.00 912.00 

CR01 0.585 0.225 -- -- -- 

CR02 0.049 0.019 -- -- -- 

CT01A 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01B 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01C 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01D 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01E 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01F 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01G 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01H 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01I 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01J 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01K 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01L 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02A 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02B 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02C 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02D 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02E 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02F 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02G 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02H 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02I 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02J 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02K 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02L 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

MT01 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 
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MT02 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

MT04 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

MT05 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

MT10 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

MT11 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

MT15 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

MT16 0.011 0.005 -- -- -- 

MT17 0.011 0.005 -- -- -- 

MT18 0.011 0.005 -- -- -- 

MT19 0.011 0.005 -- -- -- 

MT23 0.001 0.001 -- -- -- 

MT24 0.001 0.001 -- -- -- 

MT25 0.001 0.001 -- -- -- 

MT28 0.001 0.001 -- -- -- 

MT29 0.001 0.001 -- -- -- 

MT30 0.001 0.001 -- -- -- 

MT33 0.001 0.001 -- -- -- 

S01 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S02 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S03 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S04 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S05 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S06 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S07 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S08 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S09 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S10 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S11 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S12 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

POINT SOURCE TOTALS 215.104 214.519 1368 798 1891 

VOLUME SOURCES 

MT03 1.738 0.817 -- -- -- 

MT08 1.738 0.817 -- -- -- 
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MT09 1.738 0.817 -- -- -- 

MT14 1.738 0.817 -- -- -- 

MT20 0.132 0.062 -- -- -- 

MT21 0.132 0.062 -- -- -- 

MT22 0.132 0.062 -- -- -- 

MT26 0.132 0.062 -- -- -- 

MT27 0.132 0.062 -- -- -- 

MT34 0.254 0.120 -- -- -- 

MT35 0.254 0.120 -- -- -- 

MT36 0.254 0.120 -- -- -- 

SP01 0.178 0.106 -- -- -- 

SP02 0.272 0.163 -- -- -- 

SP03 1.056 0.632 -- -- -- 

SP04 0.758 0.455 -- -- -- 

SP05 0.272 0.163 -- -- -- 

VOLUME SOURCE TOTALS 10.91 5.457 -- -- -- 

FACILITY TOTALS 226.0 220.0 1368 798 1824 

 
1) SO2-3hr concentrations are based on an emission rate double that of the other periods. B01 = 1368 lb/hr and B02 
= 1368 lb/hr, for a facility total of 2736 lb/hr.  This was in response to an EPA comment concerning a possible 3-hr 
emission limit. 
 

STANDARD NO. 2 - MODELED NAAQS EMISSION RATES (LBS/HR) 
SOURCE IDENTIFICATION HF LEAD 

B01 1.94 0.11 

B02 1.94 0.11 

Facility Totals 3.88 0.22 
 

STANDARD NO. 7 - MODELED PSD CLASS II INCREMENT EMISSION RATES 
(LBS/HR) 

Minor Source Baseline Date(s) 
9/28/78 9/28/78 N/A STACK ID 
PM10  SO2 (2) NOX

(1) 

POINT SOURCES 

B01 102.38 684.00 399.00 

B02 102.38 684.00 399.00 
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CR01 0.225 -- -- 

CR02 0.019 -- -- 

CT01A 0.389 -- -- 

CT01B 0.389 -- -- 

CT01C 0.389 -- -- 

CT01D 0.389 -- -- 

CT01E 0.389 -- -- 

CT01F 0.389 -- -- 

CT01G 0.389 -- -- 

CT01H 0.389 -- -- 

CT01I 0.389 -- -- 

CT01J 0.389 -- -- 

CT01K 0.389 -- -- 

CT01L 0.389 -- -- 

CT02A 0.389 -- -- 

CT02B 0.389 -- -- 

CT02C 0.389 -- -- 

CT02D 0.389 -- -- 

CT02E 0.389 -- -- 

CT02F 0.389 -- -- 

CT02G 0.389 -- -- 

CT02H 0.389 -- -- 

CT02I 0.389 -- -- 

CT02J 0.389 -- -- 

CT02K 0.389 -- -- 

CT02L 0.389 -- -- 

MT01 0.008 -- -- 

MT02 0.008 -- -- 

MT04 0.008 -- -- 

MT05 0.008 -- -- 

MT10 0.008 -- -- 

MT11 0.008 -- -- 

MT15 0.008 -- -- 
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MT16 0.005 -- -- 

MT17 0.005 -- -- 

MT18 0.005 -- -- 

MT19 0.005 -- -- 

MT23 0.001 -- -- 

MT24 0.001 -- -- 

MT25 0.001 -- -- 

MT28 0.001 -- -- 

MT29 0.001 -- -- 

MT30 0.001 -- -- 

MT33 0.001 -- -- 

S01 0.008 -- -- 

S02 0.008 -- -- 

S03 0.008 -- -- 

S04 0.008 -- -- 

S05 0.008 -- -- 

S06 0.008 -- -- 

S07 0.008 -- -- 

S08 0.008 -- -- 

S09 0.008 -- -- 

S10 0.008 -- -- 

S11 0.008 -- -- 

S12 0.008 -- -- 

POINT SOURCE TOTALS 214.5 1368 798 

VOLUME SOURCES 

MT03 0.817 -- -- 

MT08 0.817 -- -- 

MT09 0.817 -- -- 

MT14 0.817 -- -- 

MT20 0.062 -- -- 

MT21 0.062 -- -- 

MT22 0.062 -- -- 

MT26 0.062 -- -- 

Deleted: .1



 
 

ATTACHMENT A 
 

Modeled Emission Rates 
Santee Cooper (Pee Dee Generating Station) 

Permit No. 1040-0113-CA 
Page 6 of 11 

 
MT27 0.062 -- -- 

MT34 0.120 -- -- 

MT35 0.120 -- -- 

MT36 0.120 -- -- 

SP01 0.106 -- -- 

SP02 0.163 -- -- 

SP03 0.632 -- -- 

SP04 0.455 -- -- 

SP05 0.163 -- -- 

VOLUME SOURCE TOTALS 5.457 -- -- 

FACILITY TOTALS 220.0 1368 798 

1) There is no MSBD for NOX in Florence county at this time. This project sets the MSBD. 
2)  SO2-3hr concentrations are based on an emission rate double that of the other periods. B01 = 1368 lb/hr and B02 
= 1368 lb/hr, for a facility total of 2736lb/hr.  This was in response to an EPA comment concerning a possible 3-hr 
emission limit. 
 
 

STACK ID DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION 

STACK ID SOURCE DESCRIPTION 
DATE 

INSTALLED 
(MODIFIED) 

STATUS  

 Emergency Generator No. 1 TBD Exempted  

 Emergency Generator No. 2 TBD  Exempted  

 Fire Pump TBD  Exempted  

B01 Boiler No. 1 – 5700 MMBtu/hr Coal 
fired TBD    

B02 Boiler No. 2 – 5700 MMBtu/hr Coal 
fired TBD    

CR01 Coal – Petcoke Crusher TBD    

CR02 Limestone Crusher TBD    
CT01A-L & 
CT02A-L Cooling Towers TBD    

MT01 Railcar Unloading TBD    

MT02 Conveyor Transfer to 
Stacker/Reclaim TBD    

MT03 Emergency Stockout drop to Pile TBD    

MT04 Transfer Tower Conveyor TBD    

MT05 Emergency Reclaim TBD    

MT08 Stacker/Reclaimer Stockout TBD    
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MT09 Stacker/Reclaimer Reclaim TBD    

MT10 Conveyor to Crusher Tower TBD    

MT11 Conveyor to Transfer Tower TBD    

MT14 Hopper Loading TBD    

MT15 Conveyor Transfer TBD    

MT16 Fly Ash - Truck loadout 1 TBD    

MT17 Fly Ash - Truck loadout 2 TBD    

MT18 Fly Ash - Silo 1 TBD    

MT19 Fly Ash - Silo 2 TBD    

MT20 Truck Unloading To Limestone Pile TBD    

MT21 Limestone reclaim feeder TBD    

MT22 Limestone emergency reclaim 
feeder TBD    

MT23 Limestone drop to crusher house TBD    

MT24 Limestone emergency drop to 
crusher house TBD    

MT25 Limestone crusher drop to overland 
conveyors TBD    

MT26 Limestone overland conveyor drop 
to cross conveyor TBD    

MT27 Limestone emergency overland 
conveyor drop to cross conveyor TBD    

MT28 Limestone cross conveyor drop to 
Limestone Silo #1 TBD    

MT29 Limestone overland conveyor drop 
to Limestone Silo #2 TBD    

MT30 Limestone overland conveyor drop 
to Limestone Silo #3 TBD    

MT33 Lime Silo TBD    

MT34 Gypsum Conveyor to Stockout TBD    

MT36 Gypsum Truck loading TBD    

MT35 Gypsum conveyor to Off-Spec 
Stockout TBD    

S01 – S12 Coal Silos 1 thru 12 TBD    

SP01 Limestone Storage Pile TBD    

SP02 Gypsum Storage Pile TBD    

SP03 Coal Storage Pile TBD    

SP04 Petcoke Storage Pile TBD    

SP05 Off-Spec Gypsum Storage Pile TBD    
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AIR DISPERSION MODELING SUMMARY SHEET 
Of Voluntary Additional Modeling for the Santee Cooper Pee Dee Facility 

Permit Number 1040-0113 
December 12, 2008 

 
This summary is an addition to the Department’s standard modeling summary.  It was created to include modeling not 
required by state regulations, but modeling that was done to provide additional information in response to comments on 
the Santee Cooper Pee Dee permit application.   
 
Mercury and Sulfuric Acid Modeling 
 
The EPA has not set national ambient air quality standards for HAP emissions. Therefore, there are no national ambient 
standards for mercury or sulfuric acid to use in accessing the impacts of these HAP emissions of the Pee Dee plant.  
South Carolina, however, has established maximum allowable ambient concentrations (MAAC) for air toxics emissions 
under S. C.  Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 8 - Toxic Air Pollutants (Standard No. 8).   
 
Under the Standard No. 8 exemption for sources that burn virgin fuels, the facility was not required to model for mercury 
or for sulfuric acid.  However, due to concerns over HAP emissions impacts, Santee Cooper voluntarily submitted 
mercury and sulfuric acid air dispersion modeling.  The modeling was reviewed by the Department and the results were 
compared to the applicable MAAC standards as shown in the tables below.  
 
Mercury emissions were calculated from 40 CFR 60 Subpart Da emission limits.  The boilers will fire predominantly 
bituminous coal and therefore will be limited to mercury emissions of 2.00E-05 pounds per megawatt-hour (lb/MWh).  
Each boiler will generate 660 MW gross and as such, the emission limit per unit will be 0.0132 pounds per hour (lb/hr) or 
116 lb/yr.  Note that the draft permit limit (69 lb/yr) for mercury emissions is lower than the Subpart Da limit and that the 
recently submitted case-by-case MACT analysis has an even lower proposed limit.  However, the higher Subpart Da 
value was used to provide conservative results for this analysis.  
 
Modeling was conducted following standard DHEC methodology for Class II modeling analyses.   The normalized 
emission impacts are based on a 1 g/s emission rate for each boiler (2 g/sec total).  Those impacts are then scaled by the 
appropriate emission rate to yield the 24-Hour Impact.  In this case, the concentration was scaled by the NSPS Subpart 
Da emission limit of 0.0264 pounds per hour (0.0033 g/sec) for the two boilers.   
 
The potential facility emissions were modeled for sulfuric acid. 
 

TOXIC AIR POLLUTANTS MODELING ANALYSIS 

Pollutant CAS 
Number 

Normalized 
Concentration 

(μg/m3) 

24-hour Impact 
(μg/m3) 

Standard 
(μg/m3) 

% of 
Standard 

Mercury 7439-97-6 0.16 (1) 0.0003 0.25 0.1 

Sulfuric Acid 7664-93-9 -- 0.57 10.00 5.7 
1) Normalized concentration is based on 2 g/sec (or 1 g/sec from each boiler).  
24-hour impact = 0.16 μg/m3 / 2 * 0.0033 g/sec 
 
PM2.5 Modeling 
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PM2.5 is regulated under section 110 of the federal Clean Air Act [Clean Air Act § 110, and 40 CFR § 50.13] and is 
therefore a regulated NSR pollutant as defined in South Carolina Regulation 61-62.5 Standard 2.  However, EPA did not 
promulgate final PM2.5  implementation rules until May 16, 2008. [73 FR 28321], which was after the draft PSD permit 
was issued (December 2007).  Because of this, the Department did not have state or federal PM2.5  implementation rules 
during the review of the permit application. As a result, the approach used for assessing PM2.5 is discussed below. 
 
While current regulations do not require PM2.5 modeling, subsequent to issuance of the draft PSD permit, Santee Cooper 
and the Department have conducted ambient air quality modeling to assess the impact of the Pee Dee project on PM2.5 
concentrations. Predicted concentrations were compared with the primary and secondary PM2.5 NAAQS.  (The primary 
and secondary standards are identical.  EPA has not yet issued PSD increments for PM2.5, therefore, the PM2.5 NAAQS 
are the only PM2.5 ambient limits currently available for direct comparison with modeling results. 
 

   Normalized  24-Hour 
Mercury  DHEC Standard  

 UTMX  UTMY  Emission 
Impacts  

Impacts  No. 8 MAAC   

Year  (km)  (km)  (μg/m3)  (μg/m3)  (μg/m3)  % of Standard  

1987  638.063  3755.566  0.14969  2.49E-04  0.250  0.10%  
1988  640.453  3755.481  0.14309  2.38E-04  0.250  0.10%  
1989  640.653  3755.281  0.14141  2.35E-04  0.250  0.09%  
1990  640.553  3754.781  0.15959  2.65E-04  0.250  0.11%  
1991  637.753  3755.381  0.15123  2.52E-04  0.250  0.10%  
MAX  640.553  3754.781  0.15959  2.65E-04  0.250  0.11%  

 
The PM2.5 modeling evaluations were performed assuming that PM2.5 emissions from the proposed coal boilers and 
crushers are equal to total estimated PM10 emissions including condensables.  The remaining sources were modeled using 
available PM2.5 emission factors and rates.  This is obviously a conservative approach and helps reduce the possibility 
that PM2.5 impacts were underestimated.   
 
Modeling results were compared to the PM2.5 NAAQS which are an annual average of 15 µg/m3 and a 24-hour average 
of 35 µg/m3 (achieved when the 98th percentile 24-hour concentration is less than or equal to the standard).  Santee 
Cooper reported predicted concentrations from the modeling evaluations of 0.65 µg/m3 for the annual average (highest 
annual average of the five modeled years), and 3.60 µg/m3 for the 24-hour average (highest three year rolling average of 
the 98th percentile concentrations).  Santee Cooper reported total concentrations, including representative background 
concentrations from the Department’s Winyah monitoring station, of 13.6 ug/m3 (annual) and 34.4 ug/m3 (24-hour 
average).  The Department reviewed the modeling results submitted by Santee Cooper and reran the modeling to verify 
the results.  The predicted PM2.5 concentrations obtained by the Department were 0.7 ug/m3 for the annual average 
(highest annual average of the five modeled years) and 5 ug/m3 for the 24-hour average (highest second high for the five 
modeled years, which is more conservative than the 98th percentile concentration used by Santee Cooper).  Total 
concentrations obtained by the Department, including background concentrations from the H L Sneed Middle School 
monitoring station, were 13.3 ug/m3 (annual) and 34 ug/m3 (24-hour average).  Both methods produced results that are 
below the respective PM2.5 NAAQS for each averaging period.  [Note: Santee Cooper reviewed monitoring data from the 
two closest PM2.5 monitoring stations operated by the Department for their analysis.  The H L Sneed Middle School 
station is the closest to the proposed facility and is more representative meteorologically, but Santee Cooper chose to use 
data from the Winyah station in their analysis because it is slightly more conservative for the 24-hr standard (the annual 
average calculated by Santee Cooper for both stations was 12.9 ug/m3).  Santee Cooper did not realize, however, that the 
data posted on the Department’s web site included data for a partial year of monitoring at the Winyah site and should not 
be used for modeling analyses.  The Department used data from the H L Sneed Middle School site, a suburban site just 
outside the Florence city limits, as a conservative background for the rural Santee Pee Dee facility location.  The 
Department used the annual three year design value for the Sneed site as the annual background concentration rather than 
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the three-year  arithmetic average used by Santee Cooper in order to match the form of the PM2.5 annual NAAQS.  The 
annual design value for the Sneed site is slightly lower, at 12.6 ug/m3, than the 12.9 ug/m3 number calculated by Santee 
Cooper.] 
 
 

PM2.5 AMBIENT AIR QUALITY MODELING ANALYSIS 

Pollutant Averaging 
Time Model Used 

Maximum 
Modeled 

Concentration 
(μg/m3) 

Background 
Concentration 

(μg/m3) 

Total 
(μg/m3) 

Standard 
(μg/m3) 

% of 
Standard 

24 Hour AERMOD 5.0 (1) 29.0 (2) 34.0 35 97 
PM2.5 

Annual AERMOD 0.7 (3) 12.6 (2) 13.3 15 89 
1) 24-hour averaging time is based on highest second high over each of the five years (more conservative than 98th 
percentile). 
2) Based on the 2005-2007 three year design value for the Sneed site. 

3) Annual averaging time is based on highest first high. 

4) Arithmetic mean. 
 
PM10 Additional Modeling 
 
It is important to note some general concepts regarding the PM10 increment modeling before addressing each of the 
concerns.  

• The material handling sources (with the exception of those routed to a control device) are low-level releases 
from storage piles or material drop points and are modeled without a release velocity. Due to the poor 
dispersion characteristics of these sources, they are not well-mixed within the atmosphere, leading to higher 
impacts near their release location. As a result, these sources account for a majority of the modeled impacts on 
the highest impact days.  

• Increment analyses are allowed to be based on actual emissions.  In this case, however potential emission rates, 
not actual emissions, were modeled for all sources, yielding higher modeled impacts than would actually be 
expected to occur.  Therefore, the increment analyses provide a conservative estimate of impacts. 

• The highest impacts predicted by the model are isolated to the area immediately adjacent to the plant.  The 
impacts drop off sharply with distance from the facility.  When compared to the 24-hr increment of 91 µg/m3, 
only four receptors exceed 26 µg/m3 and only twelve receptors exceed 20 µg/m3.  The worst-case impacts for all 
other years are below 25.2 µg/m3.  

• The material handling sources were assumed to operate at the maximum short-term production capacity for 
8,760 hours per year. This results in an overestimation of emissions for the following reasons: 
o The material handling equipment will not typically operate at its maximum production rate (i.e., the 

equipment capacity).  The two boilers could not process the amount of material that the material handling 
equipment could generate at the maximum production rate over a long period of time.    

o The material handling equipment does not operate 24 hours per day and, for safety reasons, typically does 
not operate in the night-time hours.  Although Santee Cooper cannot control when coal trains arrive, and 
therefore may need to unload a train at night, other material handling activities such as loading the coal 
silos from the coal piles will usually take place during the day.  Night-time hours generally produce the 
highest modeled ambient impacts from low-level emission sources due to atmospheric stability at that time.  

o The generation of emissions from both storage piles and material transfer points is based on wind speed. 
Storage pile emissions will occur only when wind speeds exceed approximately 12 miles per hour (mph), 
[Kinsey, J. and Cowherd, C., “Fugitive Emissions” in Buonicore, A. and Davis, W., eds., Air Pollution 
Engineering Manual, Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1992.] but these emissions were modeled at every hour. The 
worst-case impacts from the storage piles occur at low wind speeds due to reduced dispersion.  During 
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these low-wind speed hours, there will be no actual emissions from storage piles, but the model 
conservatively predicts the highest impacts during these hours.  Specifically, during the 24-hour period 
with the highest impact for the five-year period modeled (November 15, 1990), the wind speed never 
exceeded the 12 mph threshold.  The average speed for that 24-hour period is 4.25 mph excluding calm 
hours and 3.19 mph including calm hours. The maximum wind speed during this 24-hour period is 9.17 
mph.  Therefore, although minimal (if any) emissions of wind-generated PM would actually be created, the 
modeled impacts from storage piles are still considered.  

o In addition to the storage piles, the material transfer emissions will be lower during periods of low wind 
speeds. However, these emissions are assumed to be the same each hour regardless of wind speed.    

o No control efficiency was included for watering of the storage piles and material transfer points.  The piles 
will be routinely watered, and emissions reductions from watering can be as high as 90%.[Kinsey, J. and 
Cowherd, C., “Fugitive Emissions” in Buonicore, A. and Davis, W., eds., Air Pollution Engineering 
Manual, Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1992.],  [EPA AP-42, Section 13.2.4 Aggregate Handling and Storage 
Piles, November 2006.] 

o The control efficiency for dust collectors on the material handling sources is conservatively assumed to be 
99%.  The control efficiency expected to be achieved in practice will likely be above 99.9%.  

o Each cooling tower was modeled using the original proposed PM10 emission rate of 4.66 lb/hr, based on 
0.005% drift loss.  The revised draft permit limit is now based on 0.0005% drift loss, resulting in a new 
PM10 emission rate of 0.466 lb/hr for each cooling tower.  

 
Santee Cooper conducted additional modeling using the assumption that winds were stronger than 12 mph 13.21% of the 
time.  As shown below, the modeled 24-hr impacts would still remain below the standard of 30 µg/m3, even using all of 
the conservative assumptions noted above (including, in particular, the use of a value for cooling tower drift loss that is 
ten times higher than the revised design value).   
 
High 2nd High 
24-Hr Impact 

Contribution 
from Storage 

Piles 

Factor increase 
due to emission 
factor change 

Revised Storage 
Pile 

Contribution 

Revised 
Total 

Class II 
Increment 

µg/m3 µg/m3  µg/m3 µg/m3 µg/m3 
27.9 4.6 1.36 6.3 29.6 30 
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EMISSION UNITS 

Unit 
ID Unit Description Control Device Description 

01 Boiler No. 1 
Fabric Filter Baghouse, 
Wet Limestone FGD, 

Selective Catalytic Reduction 

02 Boiler No. 2 
Fabric Filter Baghouse, 
Wet Limestone FGD, 

Selective Catalytic Reduction 
03 Material Transfer System – Coal Baghouses or water mist dust eliminators 
04 Material Transfer System – Petcoke Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator 
05 Coal / Petcoke Crusher Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator 
06 Material Transfer System - Limestone Baghouses or water mist dust eliminators 
07 Limestone Crusher Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator 
08 Material Transfer System – Gypsum N/A 
09 Material Transfer System – Fly Ash Baghouses or water mist dust eliminators 
10 Material Transfer System – Bottom Ash N/A 
11 Cooling Towers N/A 

 
 

CONTROL DEVICES 

Control Device ID Control Device Description Installation 
Date 

Pollutant(s) 
Controlled 

FF 1 Fabric Filter Baghouse Future PM / PM10 
Scrubber 1 Wet Limestone FGD Future SO2 

SCR 1 Selective Catalytic Reduction Future NOX 
FF 2 Fabric Filter Baghouse Future PM / PM10 

Scrubber 2 Wet Limestone FGD Future SO2 
SCR 2 Selective Catalytic Reduction Future NOX 

BH01 or WMDE01 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH02 or WMDE02 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH03 or WMDE03 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH04 or WMDE04 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH05 or WMDE05 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH06 or WMDE06 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH07 or WMDE07 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH08 or WMDE08 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH09 or WMDE09 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH10 or WMDE10 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH11 or WMDE11 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH12 or WMDE12 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH13 or WMDE13 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH14 or WMDE14 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 

BVF01 Bin Vent Filter Future PM / PM10 
BVF02 Bin Vent Filter Future PM / PM10 
BVF03 Bin Vent Filter Future PM / PM10 

BH15 or WMDE15 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
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CONTROL DEVICES 

Control Device ID Control Device Description Installation 
Date 

Pollutant(s) 
Controlled 

BH16 or WMDE16 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH17 or WMDE17 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH18 or WMDE18 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH19 or WMDE19 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 
BH20 or WMDE20 Baghouse or water mist dust eliminator Future PM / PM10 

 
 

UNIT ID 01 – Boiler No. 1 
Equip 

ID Equipment Description Installation 
Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

B01 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr maximum rated 
heat input (660 MW nominal rated 

output) Boiler 
Future 

Fabric Filter Baghouse, 
Wet Limestone FGD, 

Selective Catalytic Reduction 
S01 

 
 

UNIT ID 02 – Boiler No. 2 
Equip 

ID Equipment Description Installation 
Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

B01 
5700 x 106 Btu/hr maximum rated 
heat input (660 MW nominal rated 

output) Boiler 
Future 

Fabric Filter Baghouse, 
Wet Limestone FGD, 

Selective Catalytic Reduction 
S02 

 
 

UNIT ID 03 – Material Transfer System – Coal 
Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

MT01 Railcar Shaker Future BH01 or WMDC01 MT01 

MT02 Conveyor Transfer to 
Stacker/Reclaimer 

Future BH02 or WMDC02 C3A 

MT03 Emergency Stockout Drop to Pile Future N/A C3B 
SP03 Coal Storage Pile Future N/A Fugitive 
MT04 Transfer Tower Conveyors Future BH03 or WMDC03 C2 
MT05 Emergency Reclaim Future BH04 or WMDC04 RP 
MT08 Stacker/Reclaimer Stockout Future N/A Fugitive 
MT09 Stacker/Reclaimer Reclaim Future N/A Fugitive 
MT10 Conveyor to Crusher Tower Future BH05 or WMDC05 C3A, C4B 
MT11 Conveyor to Transfer Tower Future BH06 or WMDC06 C5A, C5B 
MT12 Conveyor to Bunkers Future BH07 or WMDC07 C6A, C6B 

S01-S06 Bunker 1 Silos (6) Future BH08 or WMDC08 S01-S06 
S07-S12 Bunker 2 Silos (6) Future BH09 or WMDC09 S07-S12 

 
 

UNIT ID 04 – Material Transfer System – Petcoke 
Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

SP04 Petcoke Storage Pile Future N/A Fugitive 
MT14 Petcoke Reclaim Feeder Future N/A Fugitive 
MT15 Conveyor Transfer Future BH10 or WMDC10 C4A 
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UNIT ID 05 – Coal/Petcoke Crusher 
Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

CR01 900 tons/hr Crusher Future BH11 or WMDC11 CR01 
 
 

UNIT ID 06 – Material Transfer System – Limestone 
Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

MT20 Truck unloading to limestone pile Future N/A Fugitive 
SP01 Limestone Storage Pile Future N/A Fugitive 

MT21 Emergency limestone reclaim hopper 
loading Future N/A Fugitive 

MT22 Emergency limestone reclaim feeder Future N/A Fugitive 
MT23 Limestone drop to crusher house Future BH12 or WMDC12 MT23 

MT24 Emergency limestone drop to crusher 
house Future BH13 or WMDC13 MT24 

MT25 Limestone crusher drop to overland 
conveyors Future BH14 or WMDC14 MT25 

MT26 Limestone overland conveyor drop to 
cross conveyor Future N/A Fugitive 

MT27 Emergency limestone overland 
conveyor drop to cross conveyor Future N/A Fugitive 

MT28 Limestone cross conveyor drop to 
limestone Silo #1 Future BVF01 MT28 

MT29 Limestone overland conveyor drop to 
limestone Silo #2 Future BVF02 MT29 

MT30 Limestone overland conveyor drop to 
limestone Silo #3 Future BVF03 MT30 

 
 

UNIT ID 07 – Limestone Crusher 
Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

CR02 125 tons/hr Crusher Future BH15 or WMDC15 CR02 
 
 

UNIT ID 08 – Material Transfer System – Gypsum 
Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

MT34 Conveyor to stockout Future N/A Fugitive 
MT35 Conveyor to off-spec stockout Future N/A Fugitive 
SP02 Gypsum storage pile Future N/A Fugitive 
SP05 Off-spec gypsum storage pile Future N/A Fugitive 
MT36 Truck loading Future N/A Fugitive 

 
 

UNIT ID 09 – Material Transfer System – Fly Ash 
Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

MT16 Truck loadout 1 Future BH16 or WMDC16 MT16 
MT17 Truck loadout 2 Future BH17 or WMDC17 MT17 
MT31 Wet fly ash truck loadout 1 Future N/A Fugitive 
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UNIT ID 09 – Material Transfer System – Fly Ash 

Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 
MT32 Wet fly ash truck loadout 2 Future N/A Fugitive 
MT18 Silo 1 Future BH18 or WMDC18 MT18 
MT19 Silo 2 Future BH19 or WMDC19 MT19 
MT33 Lime Silo Future BH20 or WMDC20 MT33 

 
 

UNIT ID 10 – Material Transfer System – Bottom Ash 
Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

MT37 Bottom ash transfer point Future N/A Fugitive 
 
 

UNIT ID 11 – Cooling Towers 
Equip ID Equipment Description Installation Date Control Device ID Stack ID 

CT01 287,100 gpm Cooling Tower 1 Future N/A Fugitive 
CT02 287,100 gpm Cooling Tower 2 Future N/A Fugitive 
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Mr. Jay Hudson 
Santee Cooper – Pee Dee Generating Station 
One Riverwood Drive 
Moncks Corner, SC 29461-2901 
 
ATTENTION: Jay Hudson 
 
Dear Mr. Hudson: 
 
Your permit application has been reviewed by our technical staff.  Enclosed is Construction Permit 
No. 1040-0113-CA.  Please note the conditions on this permit by reading it carefully.  Pursuant to 
the South Carolina Administrative Procedures Act, this construction permit may be appealed  in 
accordance with applicable state law.  Please see the enclosed Notice of Appeal Procedure, effective 
July 1, 2006, for guidelines on appeal submittals. 
 
In addition to this permit to construct, a permit to operate is required in accordance with the Air 
Pollution Control Regulations and Standards for the State of South Carolina.  The regulations 
require a written request  for a new or revised operating permit to cover any new, or altered source, 
postmarked no later than fifteen (15) days after the actual date of initial startup of each new or 
altered source unless a more stringent time frame is required. 
 
Please examine this new permit carefully for errors or omissions and notify the appropriate staff 
member, Joe Eller, at (803) 898-3831, or by e-mail at: ellerjc@dhec.sc.gov, promptly, if any are 
discovered. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 Elizabeth J. Basil, Director 
Engineering Services Division 
Bureau of Air Quality 
 
EJB:<JCE:<TYPIST’S INITIALS> 
 
Enclosure 
 
cc: Buck Graham, Region 6, Florence EQC Office 

 Trinity Consultants 
 Permit File:  1040-0113 
 Main File:  1040-0113 
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Notice of Appeal Procedure 
 
The following procedures are in effect beginning July 1, 2006, pursuant to 2006 Act No. 387: 
 

1. This decision of the S.C. Department of Health and Environmental Control (Department) 
becomes the final agency decision 15 days after notice of the decision has been mailed to the 
applicant or respondent, unless a written request for final review is filed with the Department 
by the applicant, permittee, licensee, or affected person.   

 
2. An applicant, permittee, licensee, or affected person who wishes to appeal this decision must 

file a written request for final review with the Clerk of the Board at the following address or 
by facsimile at 803-898-3393.   

 
Clerk of the Board 
SC DHEC 
2600 Bull Street 
Columbia, SC  29201 

 
3. The request for final review should include the following: 

a. the grounds on which the Department’s decision is challenged and the specific 
changes sought in the decision 

b. a statement of any significant issues or factors the Board should consider in deciding 
how to handle the matter 

c. a copy of the Department’s decision or action under review 
 

4. In order to be timely, a request for final review must be received by the Clerk of the Board 
within 15 days after notice of the decision has been mailed to the applicant or respondent.  If 
the 15th day occurs on a weekend or State holiday, the request is due to be received by the 
Clerk of the Board on the next working day.  The request for final review must be received 
by the Clerk of the Board by 5:00 p.m. on the date it is due.   

 
5. If a timely request for final review is filed with the Clerk of the Board, the Clerk will provide 

additional information regarding procedures.    
 

6. The Board of Health and Environmental Control has 60 days from the date of receipt of a 
request for final review to conduct a final review conference.  The conference may be 
conducted by the Board, its designee, or a committee of three members of the Board 
appointed by the chair.   

 
7. If a final review conference is not conducted within 60 days, the Department decision 

becomes the final agency decision, and a party may request a contested case hearing before 
the Administrative Law Court within 30 days after the deadline for the final review 
conference.   

 
The above information is provided as a courtesy; parties are responsible for complying with all 
applicable legal requirements.    
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AIR DISPERSION MODELING SUMMARY SHEET 
 

COMPANY/FACILITY: Santee Cooper Pee Dee Generating Station 
LOCATION (COUNTY): Kingsburg (Florence)  DATE: 12/11/2008 
PERMIT NUMBER: TV-1040-0113  REVIEWED BY: OTP 

 
REASON MODELED: X CONSTRUCTION PERMIT  CONDITIONAL MAJOR 
  NEW OPERATING PERMIT  TITLE V PERMIT 
  OPERATING PERMIT RENEWAL  TITLE V OPFLEX 
  AIR COMPLIANCE DEMO X PSD MAJOR 
     
MODELED FOR: X NAAQS  X PSD INCREMENT 
  AIR TOXICS   
     
OTHER:  EXEMPTION  DEFERRAL 
  DE MINIMIS No COLLOCATED (Yes or No) 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: South Carolina Public Service Authority, also known as Santee 
Cooper, is planning to construct a new coal-fired power plant located near Kingsburg, SC.  The 
plant would consist of combustion boiler technology and ancillary equipment to produce steam 
for the generation of electricity.  The project will consist of two pulverized coal boiler, nominal 
660 MW or 5,700 million Btu/hr input, each.  There will be two 1,500 kW diesel-fired 
emergency generators, 380 hp fire pump, two multi-cell cooling towers, storage tanks, and coal, 
petcoke, limestone, and solid waste handling equipment.  Emissions from the emergency 
generators and fire pump were not included since these units operate less than 500 hours/yr.  
 
SUMMARY OF MODELING ANALYSIS & RESULTS:  A modeling analysis using the 
AERMOD program was provided by Trinity Consultants.  The Santee Cooper Pee Dee facility 
will be a greenfield facility.  This project will be considered major under Standard 7 PSD.  When 
a “Standard” is mentioned, it implies the application section of South Carolina Regulation 61-
62.5, Standards 1 through 8.  When “the facility” is used in this summary, it refers to the Santee 
Cooper Pee Dee facility.  A complete summary sheet is included.   
 
For a major facility, PSD regulations require an applicant to analyze the impact from the 
construction of a proposed new source(s) on the following areas: 
 

1. Compliance with the National and State Ambient Air Quality Standards; 
2. Compliance with the PSD Increments; 
3. Significant impact on PSD Class I Areas, including Class I PSD increments; 
4. Impairments to visibility, soil, and vegetation; and 
5. Air Quality impact of general growth associated with the source. 

 
All minor and major sources proposing new construction or construction modifications in South 
Carolina (SC) are also required to demonstrate that their facility will remain in compliance with 
South Carolina Regulation 61-62.5 Standards 2 (AAQS), 7 (Class II PSD Increments), and 8 (Air 
Toxics).  General results of this compliance demonstration indicate that there will be no 
exceedances of Full Impact or South Carolina ambient air quality standards or PSD increments.  
Refined Class I modeling indicated that there will also be no adverse affects on visibility in any 
of the Class I areas within 200 km or on vegetation and soils.   



This summary sheet is divided into the following sections: 
Section A – PSD Significant Determination 
Section B – PSD Class II Modeling Analysis (Preliminary and Full Impact) 
Section C – PSD Additional Impact Analysis – Visibility, Soils, & Vegetation, Growth and Deposition 
Section D – PSD Class I Impact Analysis 
Section E – South Carolina (SC) Facility-wide Compliance Demonstration 
Section F – Modeled Source (Stack) Parameters & Emission Rates 
 
Acronyms/Abbreviations 
AAQS = Ambient Air Quality Standards 
AQRV = Air Quality Related Values 
BACT = Best Achievable Control Technology 
CO = Carbon Monoxide 
DAT = Deposition Assessment Threshold values for sulfate and nitrate set by the FLM 
FLAG = Federal Land Managers’ Air Quality Related Values Workgroup Phase I Report 
FLM = Federal Land Manager 
FWS = Fish and Wildlife Service 
H2S = Hydrogen Sulfide 
H2SO4 = Sulfuric Acid Mist 
IWAQM = Interagency Workgroup on Air Quality Modeling Phase 2 Report 
LBS/HR = pounds per hour 
MM = mesoscale meteorological data (i.e. MM4 or MM5) 
NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NCDC = National Climatic Data Center 
NOX = Oxides of Nitrogen 
NPS = National Park Service 
NWR = National Wildlife Refuge 
Pb = Lead 
PM10 = Particulate Matter <10 microns 
PSD = Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
SA = Screening Area  
SC = South Carolina 
SIA = Significant Impact Area 
SIL = Significant Impact Level 
SO2 = Sulfur Dioxide 
Standard 2 = SC State Regulation 61-62.5, Standard 2 
Standard 7 = SC State Regulation 61-62.5, Standard 7 
Standard 8 = SC State Regulation 61-62.5, Standard 8 
TPY = Tons per year 
TSP = Total Suspended Particulate 
VOC = Volatile Organic Compound 
 
SECTION A - PSD SIGNIFICANT DETERMINATION 
The Santee Cooper Pee Dee facility will be a new source.   Since this facility is listed in one of 
the 28 industrial categories defined in Standard 7, the PSD major source threshold is 100 TPY 
for any NSR (New Source Review) pollutant.  Each pollutant increase is compared to this PSD 
threshold value. If a pollutant exceeds the threshold, the facility is determined to be “major” for 
PSD and will require a PSD Review.  If one pollutant exceeds the threshold value, the remaining 
pollutants are then compared to the significant levels to determine which other pollutants also 
require a PSD review.  Pollutants not exceeding the PSD significance level will not require a 
PSD Review, however, they must demonstrate compliance with SC State Regulation 61-62.5, 
Standards 2, 7, and 8 and guidelines defined for minor sources constructing and operating air 
emission sources in South Carolina.   



 
Table 1 lists the maximum potential emission rates for this project.  Comparison of each 
pollutant to the respective PSD significance level indicates that TSP, PM10, SO2, NOX, CO, 
VOC/Ozone, Fluorides, Lead, and Sulfuric Acid Mist (H2SO4) will require a PSD review to 
demonstrate compliance with Class II PSD increments (Standard 7) and Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (AAQS) (Standard 2).  
 

TABLE 1 
PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION (PSD) 

EMISSION RATES 

POLLUTANT 
POTENTIAL 
EMISSIONS  
 (TONS/YR) 

PSD SIGNIFICANT 
EMISSION RATE 

(TONS/YR) 

PSD REVIEW 
REQUIRED? 
(Yes/ No) (2) 

TSP 984 25 YES (5) 
PM10 964 15 YES 
SO2 5992 40 YES 
NOx 3495 40 YES 
CO 7989 100 YES 

Ozone -- (1) YES 
Fluorides 17.0 3 YES (4) 

Lead 1.0 0.6 YES (4) 
H2S -- 10 NO 

H2SO4 Mist 250 7 YES (3) 
1) Major for VOC’s or NOX is considered major for Ozone 
2) Sources that exceed the significant threshold are required to perform an ambient impact analysis. 
3) The potential emissions for H2SO4 exceed the PSD threshold, however, the emissions are from 
virgin fuel burning and are exempt from Standard 8 modeling analysis. 
4) This pollutant exceeds the PSD significance level, however, there are no significant impact levels to 
determine if a full impact analysis is required.  These pollutants are addressed in the Standard 2 and 7 
modeling analysis and the additional impacts analysis. 
5) Although TSP exceeds the PSD significance level, there is no NAAQS value for comparison.  This 
pollutant is addressed in the Standard 2 modeling analysis. 
 
 
SECTION B - PSD CLASS II MODELING ANALYSIS  
The PSD Review requires pollutants, which are determined to be “major”, be evaluated by an 
Air Quality Impact Analysis and Additional Impacts Analysis. The Air Quality Impact Analysis 
consists of (1) a Preliminary Modeling Analysis to determine which pollutants from the proposed 
project, at the facility only, exceed their Class II Significant Impact Levels (SIL); and (2) a more 
comprehensive Full Impact Analysis based on concentrations of pollutants exceeding the SIL for 
the facility and additional ‘facility-wide’ impacts from other facilities that may impact the 
Significant Impact Area (SIA) or Screening Area (SA).  The Additional Impacts Analysis 
evaluates the impacts on soils, vegetation, and visibility effects, especially on Class I areas.   
 
B.1. PSD CLASS II PRELIMINARY MODELING ANALYSIS 
Potential emission rates or net emission rate increases for each pollutant determined to be 
significant (Table 1) at the facility were modeled to determine (a) the Significant Impact Level 
(SIL); (b) the impact area within which a Full Impact Analysis must be performed; and (c) 
whether or not the facility may be exempted from the ambient monitoring data requirements.  
Each of these three preliminary Class II analyses is discussed below. 



B.1.a. SIGNIFICANT IMPACT LEVEL (SIL) ANALYSIS  
If an SIL is not exceeded, then no further analysis is required.  Table 2 provides the results of the 
SIL modeling analysis for this project, which shows SIL’s were exceeded for SO2 and PM10 for 
each respective averaging period.  Therefore, a Full Impact analysis was required for these 
pollutants.  No further PSD analysis is required for CO and NOx, however, these must be 
included in the Standard 2 and 7 state modeling.  Full Impact analysis assesses the combined 
impacts of the significant impact pollutants from the facility sources along with those from other 
sources in the Significant Impact Area (SIA) and the Screening Area as appropriate.  
 

TABLE 2 
CLASS II PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION (PSD)  

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT LEVEL & SIGNIFICANT MONITORING 
CONCENTRATION 

POLLUTANT AVERAGING 
TIME 

MODEL 
USED 

MAXIMUM 
IMPACT 
(μg/m3) 

SIL 
(μg/m3)

EXCEEDS
SIL 

(Yes/No) 

SIGNIFICANT 
IMPACT 

AREA 
(km) 

SIGNIFICANT 
MONITORING 

CONCENTRATION 
(μg/m3) 

24 HOUR AERMOD 33.7 5 YES 2.6 10 
PM10 

ANNUAL AERMOD 5.2 1 YES 2.2 N/A 

3 HOUR (1) AERMOD 75.1 25 YES 18.0 N/A 

24 HOUR (2) AERMOD 13.8 5 YES 7.8 13 SO2 

ANNUAL (2) AERMOD 1.6 1 YES 3.1 N/A 

NOX ANNUAL AERMOD 0.9 1 NO N/A 14 

1 HOUR AERMOD 70.5 2000 NO N/A N/A 
CO 

8 HOUR AERMOD 39.8 500 NO N/A 575 

Maximum concentrations are used for the Significant Impact Level analysis (i.e. First High). 

1) Based on a 3-hour emission rate of 0.24 lb/MMBtu. 

2) Based on a 24-hour emission rate of 0.12 lb/MMBtu. 
Ozone is not modeled, but a general impact assessment is to be made if the source is major for ozone as 
determined in Table 1. 
There is no SIL for fluorides, lead, H2S, and H2SO4.  TSP is not considered a criteria pollutant for this 
analysis.  
 
The Southeastern United States, including South Carolina, is NOX limited with regards to ozone 
formation.  This means that there is an excess of VOC in the atmosphere with regards to ozone 
formation and increases in VOC do not lead to increases in ozone production.  The excess VOC 
is in part due to natural sources in the environment.  Due to the excess VOC, only increases in 
NOX in this region are a concern with regards to ozone formation.  Ambient impacts from NOX 
are addressed in NOX modeling.  The current 8-hour ozone design value at the nearest monitor to 
the proposed facility (Pee Dee, Darlington) shows attainment.  Since the VOC emissions are not 
expected to impact these levels, a formal analysis of impacts was not completed. 



Table 3 provides a summary of the maximum and average potential emission rates of each 
pollutant included in dispersion modeling to determine significant impact concentrations for the 
facility only.  Emission rates (average or maximum) used to determine long-term (24-hr & 
annual) and short-term (<24 hour) impacts are identified by footnotes to Table 3.  As shown in 
Table 3, total maximum and total average emission rates for each pollutant exceed the respective 
PSD Significant Emission Rate Thresholds previously identified in Table 1.  A detailed listing of 
dispersion parameters for each point, volume, and area source included in the SIL analysis, as 
well as respective emission rates, is included in Section F, Source (Stack) Dispersion Parameters 
& Modeled Emission Rates. 
 

TABLE 3 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACT LEVEL 

 MODELED EMISSION RATE TOTALS  
 SHORT-TERM (lb/hr) (1) LONG-TERM (lb/hr) (2) LONG-TERM (TPY) (2) 

PM10 220 220 964 
SO2 2736 1368 5992 
NOX (3) 798 3495 
CO 1824 (4) (4) 

1) Maximum emission rates were used for short-term (<24 hr) modeling for SO2 and CO 
2) Average emission rates were used for long-term (24 hr & annual) modeling for PM10, SO2 and NOx. 
3) NOx has no short-term averaging period (Annual impact only). 
4) CO has no long-term averaging period (1 and 8 hour only) 
 
 
B.1.b. SIGNIFICANT IMPACT AREA (SIA) ANALYSIS  
Sources within a radius of the facility that is equal to the farthest location where the predicted 
ambient impact of a pollutant from the project exceeds the Class II SIL, or 50 km, whichever is 
less, shall be used.  An impact area is initially established for each pollutant for every averaging 
time.  Table 2 indicates that the maximum distances to significant impacts are 2.6 km for PM10,  
7.8 km for the SO2 24hr period, and 18.0 km for the SO2 3hr averaging period.  For this project, 
a SIA was set at 50 km, and all sources within the 50 km radius were included.  This is a 
conservative analysis.   
 
B.1.c. SIGNIFICANT MONITORING CONCENTRATION ANALYSIS  
Modeling significance results for SO2, PM10, NOX, and CO are shown below along with 
significant monitoring concentrations for these pollutants.  The significant monitoring 
concentrations are from SC Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 7.  Impacts are the maximum 
modeled concentrations for each pollutant (i.e. Highest First High). 
 

Pollutant Averaging 
Period 

Max. Impact 
(μg/m3) 

Significant Monitoring 
Concentration (μg/m3) 

Exceeds 
(Y or N) 

SO2 24-Hour 13.8 13 Y 
PM10 24-Hour 33.7 10 Y 
NOx Annual 0.9 14 N 
CO 8-Hour 39.8 575 N 



The maximum impact for NOX and CO are below the significant monitoring concentration 
(SMC) levels of 14 and 575 ug/m3, therefore, no pre-construction monitoring is required.  The 
SO2 and PM10 concentrations exceed the SMC.  Since this site can potentially emit greater than 
100 tons per year of VOCs, ozone monitoring data also needs to be reviewed.  Section 2.4 of 
U.S. EPA’s Ambient Monitoring Guidelines for Prevention of Significant Deterioration (EPA-
450/4-87-007) permits the use of existing representative air quality data in place of 
preconstruction monitoring data, provided monitor location, quality of data, and currentness of 
data are acceptable.  There are no existing monitors in the modeled domain.  The proposed area 
for the site is an area that is generally free from the impact of other point sources and area 
sources associated with human activities.  Additionally, the site is located in an area with no 
complex terrain.  According to the EPA document listed above, monitoring data from a regional 
site may be used as representative data in these cases.  The nearest regional monitors for the Pee 
Dee site for SO2 and PM10 are located in Georgetown, South Carolina.  Ozone monitoring data is 
available from the Indiantown site in Williamsburg County.  These monitors are operated by the 
SC DHEC in support of National Ambient Air Quality Standards attainment activities and meet 
the quality assurance requirements for this work.  The Georgetown monitoring data will provide 
conservative background data for the Pee Dee site as Georgetown has numerous industrial 
sources that impact these monitors.  The Indiantown site is a rural monitoring site similar to the 
Pee Dee site. As noted above, SC DHEC operates these monitors in support of their attainment 
activities.  These activities require the data to be quality assured.  The level of quality assurance 
for these monitors meet the requirements for pre-construction monitoring. 
 
Therefore, it has been determined that the data DHEC has obtained for background 
concentrations are representative of the ambient pollutant concentrations in the area of the 
proposed facility.  In accordance with Chapter C, Section III of the New Source Review Manual 
(Draft document, dated October 1990), the Bureau approves the use of ambient data collected at 
DHEC monitoring stations for pre-construction monitoring requirements, thus any further 
Significant Monitoring Concentration analysis is not required for this project. 
 
 
B.2.  PSD CLASS II FULL IMPACT MODELING ANALYSIS 
A Full Impact Analysis is required for any pollutant for which the proposed source’s estimated 
ambient pollutant concentrations exceed the SIL’s (determined in Table 2).  Separate analyses 
are performed for determining compliance with the NAAQS and PSD increments.  The NAAQS 
analysis must also include background pollutant concentrations.  The Full Impact Analysis 
consists of modeling all facilities within the SIA, and those in the SA, which were not excluded 
by the screening protocol.  The SA is usually an area extending 50 km beyond the SIA.  The 
“Screening Threshold Method for PSD Modeling” or “20D Rule” was used to determine which 
sources within the Screening Area to include.   
 
In order to exclude a source, the annual emissions of a pollutant must be less than 20 times the 
distance (km) from the SIA to the source for each facility inside the screening area.  Each 
calculated 20D distance was compared to the annual emission of each pollutant. Those sources 
with annual emissions greater than or equal to 20D were retained and considered in both the Full 
Impact modeling analysis for the Class II NAAQS analysis and the Class II PSD Increment 
analysis.    



Example Calculation: 
Q (tpy) < 20 * D(km) 
Q = total annual emissions for source being evaluated for inclusion (each pollutant must be 
addressed) 
D = distance from the SIA boundary to the facility considered for inclusion 
Where: 
D = [(x1 – x2)2 + (y1– y2)2] ½ - R 
R = distance from the PSD Source to the edge of the SIA, or 50km, whichever is less 
x1, y1 = coordinates of the source being considered for inclusion (km) 
x2, y2 = coordinates of the PSD Source (km) 
 
For this project, the facility initially included sources between 50 and 65 km in the Screening 
Analysis. The determined SIA was originally 7.8 km, so the Screening Area would be from 7.8 
to 57.8 km.  Since the facility has already included all sources out to 50 km, this was a 
conservative approach.  However, the facility decided to increase the allowable permitted short-
term SO2 3-hr rate, which increased the SIA out to 18.0km, thereby increasing the SA out to 68 
km for the SO2 3-hr averaging period only. This caused additional sources between 57.8 and 68 
km to be included in the SA area for the SO2 3-hr period.  There was no change to the SIA 
inventory since it was already extended out to 50km. 
 
 
B.2.a. PSD CLASS II FULL IMPACT – NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY 
STANDARDS (NAAQS) ANALYSIS  
Table 4 shows a list of facilities that are included in the full impact analysis for NAAQS 
modeling. 
 

TABLE 4 
CLASS II FULL IMPACT ANALYSIS - NAAQS 

SIA AND 20D SOURCES 
PM10 SO2 NOX CO 

Darlington Veneer Nucor Steel Darlington N/A N/A 
Wellman, Inc. - Darlington Hartsville Oil Mill N/A N/A 
HRS Textiles, Inc. Wellman, Inc. - Darlington N/A N/A 
Chesterfield Lumber HRS Textiles, Inc. N/A N/A 
PowerSecure, Inc. PowerSecure, Inc. N/A N/A 
Lockamy Scrap Metal Paperboard Industries Corp. N/A N/A 
Paperboard Industries Corp. Stone Container N/A N/A 
Talon, Inc. Carter Manufacturing N/A N/A 
A.C. Monk Wellman – Florence N/A N/A 
Stone Container Tyler Plywood Corporation N/A N/A 
Carter Manufacturing Koppers Industries N/A N/A 
Wellman – Florence Marsh Lumber Company N/A N/A 
Tyler Plywood Corporation The ESAB Group N/A N/A 
Koppers Industries Dupont-Florence N/A N/A 
Marsh Lumber Company Charles Ingram Lumber Co N/A N/A 
The ESAB Group La-Z-Boy East N/A N/A 
Dupont-Florence McLeod Regional Medical 

Center N/A N/A 
Charles Ingram Lumber Co Sara Lee Hosiery N/A N/A 
La-Z-Boy East Asea Brown Boveri N/A N/A 
McLeod Regional Medical Vulcraft-Div. of Nucor N/A N/A 



TABLE 4 
CLASS II FULL IMPACT ANALYSIS - NAAQS 

SIA AND 20D SOURCES 
Center 

Sara Lee Hosiery Maytag Florence Operations N/A N/A 
Asea Brown Boveri McCall Farms N/A N/A 
Vulcraft-Div. of Nucor Roche Carolina N/A N/A 
Maytag Florence Operations Florence Wastewater Treatment N/A N/A 
Nan Ya Plastics Francis Marion University N/A N/A 
McCall Farms Carolinas Hospital System N/A N/A 
Roche Carolina Honda N/A N/A 
Florence Wastewater 
Treatment Duquesne Energy N/A N/A 
Francis Marion University Southern Impressions, LLC N/A N/A 
Carolinas Hospital System Gatewood Products, LLC N/A N/A 
Honda Crenlo, Inc N/A N/A 
Duquesne Energy Flav-O-Rich N/A N/A 
Southern Impressions, LLC International Paper - Pulp & 

Paper Mill N/A N/A 
Gatewood Products, LLC Georgetown Steel, Inc. N/A N/A 
Crenlo, Inc Santee Cooper – Winyah N/A N/A 
Flav-O-Rich Oneita Industries N/A N/A 
International Paper - Pulp & 
Paper Mill Santee Cooper-Grainger Station N/A N/A 
Georgetown Steel, Inc. PPM Cranes, Inc. N/A N/A 
International Paper - Sampit 
Lumber Wolverine Brass, Inc. N/A N/A 
Santee Cooper-Grainger 
Station Embers Charcoal Company N/A N/A 
PPM Cranes, Inc. Santee Cooper - Myrtle Beach N/A N/A 
Wolverine Brass, Inc. Uniblend Spinners N/A N/A 
Embers Charcoal Company NewSouth, Inc. N/A N/A 
Santee Cooper - Myrtle Beach Conway Hospital N/A N/A 
Uniblend Spinners Allied Signal Metglas Products N/A N/A 
NewSouth, Inc. Grand Strand WW treatment 

plant N/A N/A 
Conway Hospital Horry Co. SWA N/A N/A 
Allied Signal Metglas 
Products 

Santee Cooper Horry Co. 
Landfill N/A N/A 

Horry County Fabric Resources Intl. Ltd. N/A N/A 
Grand Strand WW treatment 
plant Cone Mills-Raytex Finishing N/A N/A 
Bayshore Concrete Products  International Paper N/A N/A 
Horry Co. SWA Pilliod Furniture N/A N/A 
Santee Cooper Horry Co. 
Landfill Marion Memorial Hospital N/A N/A 
Fabric Resources Intl. Ltd. Blumenthal Mills, Inc. N/A N/A 
Cone Mills-Raytex Finishing Mullins Hospital N/A N/A 
International Paper Marion Ceramics N/A N/A 
Pilliod Furniture Piggly Wiggly #54 N/A N/A 
Marion Memorial Hospital Russell Stover Candy N/A N/A 
Blumenthal Mills, Inc. SO-PAK-CO, INC. N/A N/A 
Mullins Hospital Wellman, Inc. – Marion N/A N/A 
AVM of South Carolina Sara Lee Hosiery N/A N/A 
Marion Ceramics Heritage Sportswear N/A N/A 



TABLE 4 
CLASS II FULL IMPACT ANALYSIS - NAAQS 

SIA AND 20D SOURCES 
Piggly Wiggly #54 Marion Co. Medical Center N/A N/A 
Russell Stover Candy Forest Industries International, 

Inc. N/A N/A 

SO-PAK-CO, INC. Mohawk Carpets - Oak River 
Mill N/A N/A 

Wellman, Inc. Martek N/A N/A 
Sara Lee Hosiery Colonial Rubber N/A N/A 
Heritage Sportswear Williamsburg Co. Mem. 

Hospital N/A N/A 
Marion Co. Medical Center Burns Philp Food N/A N/A 
Forest Industries 
International, Inc. Firestone Building Products N/A N/A 
Martek Milliken-Kingstree Plant N/A N/A 
Colonial Rubber Nan Ya Plastics N/A N/A 
Williamsburg Co. Mem. 
Hospital  N/A N/A 
Burns Phillip Food  N/A N/A 
Don's Scrap Iron & Metal, 
Inc.  N/A N/A 
Firestone Building Products  N/A N/A 
Milliken-Kingstree Plant  N/A N/A 
Nan Ya Plastics  N/A N/A 
 
 
Table 5 shows that when proposed facility emissions are modeled with other sources in the SIA 
and SA and background values are added, the National Ambient Air Quality Standards are not 
exceeded and compliance has been demonstrated. 
 

Table 5 
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

CLASS II FULL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Pollutant Averaging 
Time Model Used 

Maximum Modeled 
Concentration 

(μg/m3) 

Background 
Concentration 

(μg/m3) 

Total 
(μg/m3) 

Standard 
(μg/m3) 

% of 
Standard

24 Hour AERMOD 28.8 49.0 77.8 150 51.9 
PM10 

Annual AERMOD 5.6 23.5 29.1 50 58.2 

3 Hour AERMOD 212.4 (1) 146.6 359 1300 27.6 

24 Hour AERMOD 134.4 (2) 34.0 168.4 365 46.1 SO2 

Annual AERMOD 34.4 (2) 4.7 39.1 80 48.9 

Backgrounds are summarized in Table 19. 
The highest-first-high modeled concentrations for the 5 years of Meteorological data are listed for annual 
averaging periods and the highest second-high for other averaging periods. 
1) Based on 0.24 lb/MM Btu emission rate. 

2) Based on 0.12 lb/MM Btu emission rate. 
 
 



Total long-term (24-hr & annual) and short-term (<24 hours) modeled emission rates for the NAAQS Full 
Impact analysis are summarized below.   A detailed listing of dispersion parameters of each source, as 
well as each respective modeled emission rate included in the Class II NAAQS Full Impact analysis, is 
included in the facility’s application (dated July 2006, May 2007, and additional correspondence) and the 
corresponding electronic modeling files.  Those tables were not re-produced for this summary due to their 
length. 
 

TABLE 6 
FULL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

 MODELED EMISSION RATE TOTALS  
 SHORT-TERM (lb/hr) (1) LONG-TERM (lb/hr) (2) LONG-TERM (TPY) (2) 

PM10 N/A 3129 13,705 
SO2 34,228 18,490 80,986 

1) Maximum emission rates were used for short-term (3-hr) modeling for SO2 
2) Average emission rates were used for long-term (24 & annual) modeling for PM10 and SO2. 
 
 
B.2.b. PSD CLASS II FULL IMPACT - PSD INCREMENT ANALYSIS  
The full impact analysis for PSD increment consuming sources is performed in the same manner 
as the full impact analysis for the NAAQS shown above.  The sources included are all increment 
consuming sources from the facility and those previously identified within the SIA and SA.  
 
Table 7 provides a summary of the facility-wide maximum and average projected emission 
increases of Standard No. 7 pollutants anticipated from the facility as a result of this project.    
 

TABLE 7 
STANDARD NO. 7 - CLASS II PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION  

FACILITY-WIDE INCREMENT EMISSION INCREASES 
AVERAGE (LONG-TERM) EMISSION INCREASE (1) 

POLLUTANT MSBD 
MSBD 

ACTUAL 
EMISSIONS 

FUTURE POTENTIAL 
EMISSIONS 

EMISSION RATE 
INCREASE 

PM10 9/28/78 0 220 LB/HR 964 TPY 

SO2 9/28/78 0 1368 LB/HR 5992 TPY 

MAXIMUM (SHORT-TERM) EMISSION INCREASE (2) 

POLLUTANT MSBD 
MSBD 

ACTUAL 
EMISSIONS 

FUTURE POTENTIAL 
EMISSIONS 

EMISSION RATE 
INCREASE 

PM10 9/28/78 0 220 LB/HR 220 LB/HR 

SO2 9/28/78 0 2736 LB/HR 2736 LB/HR 
1) Average emission increases of PM10 and SO2  are used for long-term modeling (24-hr and annual) 
analyses. 
2) Maximum (or instantaneous) emission increases of SO2 are used for short-term modeling (<24 hours) 
analyses. 
 



 
TABLE 8 

PSD CLASS II FULL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
SIA and 20D PSD INCREMENT CONSUMING SOURCES 

PM10 SO2 NOX 
Wellman, Inc. - Darlington Nucor Steel Darlington N/A 
HRS Textiles, Inc. Wellman, Inc. – Darlington N/A 
Chesterfield Lumber HRS Textiles, Inc. N/A 
PowerSecure, Inc. PowerSecure, Inc. N/A 
Paperboard Industries Corp. Paperboard Industries Corp. N/A 
Talon, Inc. Talon, Inc. N/A 
A.C. Monk A.C. Monk N/A 
Stone Container Stone Container N/A 
Carter Manufacturing Carter Manufacturing N/A 
Wellman – Florence Wellman – Florence N/A 
Tyler Plywood Corporation Koppers Industries N/A 
Koppers Industries Dupont-Florence N/A 
Marsh Lumber Company Charles Ingram Lumber Co N/A 
The ESAB Group La-Z-Boy East N/A 
Dupont-Florence McLeod Regional Medical Center N/A 
Charles Ingram Lumber Co Sara Lee Hosiery N/A 
La-Z-Boy East Asea Brown Boveri N/A 
McLeod Regional Medical Center Vulcraft-Div. of Nucor N/A 
Sara Lee Hosiery Maytag Florence Operations N/A 
Asea Brown Boveri NanYa Plastics N/A 
Vulcraft-Div. of Nucor McCall Farms N/A 
Maytag Florence Operations Roche Carolina N/A 
Nan Ya Plastics Florence Wastewater Treatment N/A 
McCall Farms Francis Marion University N/A 
Roche Carolina Carolinas Hospital System N/A 
Florence Wastewater Treatment Honda N/A 
Francis Marion University Duquesne Energy N/A 
Carolinas Hospital System Southern Impressions, LLC N/A 
Honda Gatewood Products, LLC N/A 
Duquesne Energy Crenlo, Inc N/A 
Southern Impressions, LLC Flav-O-Rich N/A 
Gatewood Products, LLC International Paper - Pulp & Paper Mill N/A 
Crenlo, Inc Georgetown Steel, Inc. N/A 
Flav-O-Rich Santee Cooper - Winyah N/A 
International Paper - Pulp & Paper Mill Fabric Resources Intl. Ltd. N/A 
Georgetown Steel, Inc. Cone Mills-Raytex Finishing N/A 
International Paper - Sampit Lumber International Paper - Marion N/A 
Santee Cooper-Grainger Station Pilliod Furniture N/A 
PPM Cranes, Inc. Marion Memorial Hospital N/A 
Wolverine Brass, Inc. Blumenthal Mills, Inc. N/A 
Embers Charcoal Company Mullins Hospital N/A 
Uniblend Spinners AVM of South Carolina N/A 
NewSouth, Inc. Marion Ceramics N/A 



TABLE 8 
PSD CLASS II FULL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

SIA and 20D PSD INCREMENT CONSUMING SOURCES 
PM10 SO2 NOX 

Conway Hospital Piggly Wiggly #54 N/A 
Allied Signal Metglas Products Russell Stover Candy N/A 
Grand Strand WW treatment plant SO-PAK-CO, INC. N/A 
Bayshore Concrete Products  Wellman, Inc. – Marion N/A 
Horry Co. SWA Sara Lee Hosiery N/A 
Santee Cooper Horry Co. Landfill Heritage Sportswear N/A 
Fabric Resources Intl. Ltd. Marion Co. Medical Center N/A 
Cone Mills-Raytex Finishing Forest Industries International, Inc. N/A 
International Paper  N/A 
Pilliod Furniture  N/A 
Marion Memorial Hospital  N/A 
Blumenthal Mills, Inc.  N/A 
Mullins Hospital  N/A 
AVM of South Carolina  N/A 
Marion Ceramics  N/A 
Piggly Wiggly #54  N/A 
Russell Stover Candy  N/A 
SO-PAK-CO, INC.  N/A 
Wellman, Inc. – Marion  N/A 
Sara Lee Hosiery  N/A 
Heritage Sportswear  N/A 
Marion Co. Medical Center  N/A 
Forest Industries International, Inc.  N/A 
Martek  N/A 
Colonial Rubber  N/A 
Williamsburg Co. Mem. Hospital  N/A 
Burns Phillip Food  N/A 
Don's Scrap Iron & Metal, Inc.  N/A 
Firestone Building Products  N/A 
Milliken-Kingstree Plant  N/A 
 
The rates in Table 7 were combined with those from additional non-facility sources identified in 
Table 8 and included in the PSD Class II Full Impact Increment modeling analysis.  Table 9 
indicates that the maximum impact for each averaging period and each pollutant was determined 
to be less than the PSD increment standard for each averaging period.  Highest-first-high values 
were used for annual averaging periods and highest-second-high for all short-term averaging 
periods.  



 
Table 9 

CLASS II PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION  
FULL IMPACT INCREMENT ANALYSIS 

POLLUTANT AVERAGING TIME MODEL USED MAXIMUM MODELED 
CONCENTRATION (μg/m3)

STANDARD 
(μg/m3) 

% OF 
STANDARD

24 Hour AERMOD 28.0 30 93.3 
PM10 

Annual AERMOD 5.2 17 30.6 

3 Hour AERMOD 91.8 (1) 512 17.9 

24 Hour AERMOD 31.3 (2) 91 34.4 SO2 

Annual AERMOD 5.5 (2) 20 27.5 
The highest-first-high modeled concentrations for the 5 years of Meteorological data are listed for annual 
averaging periods and the highest second-high for other averaging periods. 
1) Based on 0.24 lb/MM Btu emission rate for Santee Facility. 

2) Based on 0.12 lb/MM Btu emission rate for Santee Facility. 
 
Total long-term (24-hr and annual) and short-term (<24 hours) modeled emission rates for the 
Class II PSD Increment Full Impact analysis are summarized in Table 10.   Dispersion 
parameters of each point, volume, and area source, as well as each respective modeled emission 
rate included in the PSD Increment Class II Full Impact analysis, are included in the facility’s 
application (Dated July 2006, and subsequent revisions and/or additions) and the corresponding 
electronic modeling files.  Those tables were not re-produced for this summary due to their 
length.  
 

TABLE 10 
CLASS II PSD INCREMENT FULL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

 MODELED EMISSION RATE TOTALS  
 SHORT-TERM (lb/hr) (1) LONG-TERM (lb/hr) (2) LONG-TERM (TPY) (2) 

PM10 -203.1 -203.1 -889.6 
SO2 2476 -526.1 -2304 

1) Maximum emission rates were used for short-term (<24 hr) modeling for SO2. 
2) Average emission rates were used for long-term (24-hr and annual) modeling for PM10 and SO2. 
 
However, in response to some concerns raised about how the increment inventory was developed 
according to MSBDs, the facility re-modeled.  They used a modified NAAQS inventory for PM10 
and SO2 to demonstrate compliance with the Class II PM10 and SO2 increments in order to insure that all 
increment-consuming minor sources were included in the analyses, regardless of baseline date.  By 
utilizing the NAAQS inventories, the modeled results are conservatively high, because they (i) include all 
sources regardless of their status relative to the baseline date, and (ii) exclude all increment expansions 
due to shutdown sources.  Therefore, there is no need to develop specific inventories based on Minor 
Source Baseline Dates for these two counties. 
 
For the PM10 analysis, the originally modeled concentrations for the full impact NAAQS analysis were 
compared to the increment standard for 24-hour and annual averages.  Both are below the increment 
standards of 30 μg/m3 and 17 μg/m3, respectively (see full impact analysis above).  For the SO2 3-hr 
average, the originally modeled concentration for the NAAQS analysis was below the increment standard 
of 512 μg/m3.  No further analysis was required for these pollutants and averaging times. 
 
For the 24-hour and annual averaging periods only, as originally modeled, the SO2 NAAQS maximum 
modeled impacts were not below the SO2 Class II Increments of 91 and 20 μg/m3, respectively.  It was 
determined that the receptors that have NAAQS impacts greater than the Class II Increments were located 



on the property of an inventory facility, Marsh Lumber Company, in Florence County.  Three small 
boilers are present at this facility, and all emissions from the three boilers present at Marsh Lumber 
Company were modeled using stack UTM coordinates of 631,809 m East and 3,762,880 m north, which 
is approximately 40-60 m from the two receptors of interest.   A culpability analysis determined that these 
sources are the cause of the high modeled impacts on that facility’s property, most likely due to the low 
stack heights and non-vertical release nature of Boiler No. 3.   
 
Since each of these boilers was constructed prior to the SO2 minor source baseline dates for both Florence 
and Marion counties, which had affected receptors within the SIA, they are not increment-consuming 
sources.  Therefore, these sources were excluded from the modified Increment/NAAQS inventory, and 
the 24-hour and annual averaging periods for SO2 were re-run.  The maximum impacts modeled using the 
revised Increment/NAAQS SO2 inventory without the Marsh Lumber boilers are below the SO2 Class II 
Increments.  Therefore, it is not necessary to develop county specific inventories to demonstrate 
compliance with the increment standard.   
 

TABLE 10 - Modified 
CLASS II PSD INCREMENT FULL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

 MODELED EMISSION RATE TOTALS  
 SHORT-TERM (lb/hr) (1) LONG-TERM (lb/hr) (2) LONG-TERM (TPY) (2) 

SO2 N/A 18,482 80,951 
1) Maximum emission rates were used for short-term (<24 hr) modeling for SO2. 
2) Average emission rates were used for long-term (24-hr and annual). 
 
 
SECTION C - ADDITIONAL IMPACT ANALYSIS – GROWTH, SOILS & 
VEGETATION, AND VISIBILITY IMPAIRMENT 
PSD review requires an analysis of any potential impairment to visibility, soils, and vegetation 
that may occur as a result of the proposed or modified facility/sources.  The review also requires 
an analysis of the air quality impact projected for the area as a result of general commercial, 
residential, industrial, and other growth associated with the expansion.   
 



C.1. GROWTH  
The SC PSD rules require the applicant to provide information relating to the nature and extent 
of air quality impacts from all commercial, residential, industrial and other growth, which has 
occurred since August 7, 1977, in the area the facility, or modification, would affect.  For the 
purposes of this report, the area the facility would affect is defined as the area of significant 
impact.  The greatest significant impact distance was determined to be 7.0 km around the facility.   
 
Santee Cooper completed a Growth Analysis associated with the project as required in the New 
Source Review Workshop Manual, Section D, Additional Impact Analysis.  Although the 
temporary work force increase during the construction phase of the project will be substantial, 
PSD guidance regarding the conduct of a growth analysis does not require the consideration of 
temporary work force increases during the construction of the facility in the growth impact 
analysis. 
 

a) The growth analysis included in the permit application does consider the long-term work 
force of approximately 100 workers.  However, because the local nine-county area has a 
high unemployment rate, the existing local population is expected to provide most of the 
workforce, which means that little or no residential growth will result from operation of 
the facility.  Therefore, there is anticipated to be virtually no “associated commercial and 
industrial growth with the new employees.”  

 
b) While the proposed facility could result in some of the permanent workforce from outside 

the immediate area as well as additional road and rail traffic, the area the facility would 
affect was defined as the area of significant impact.  The greatest significant impact 
distance was determined to be 7.0 km around the plant.  The construction and 
modification of the facility and any workforce growth associated residential and 
commercial growth is not expected to cause or contribute a quantifiable adverse impact 
on local ambient air quality.  In addition, new fuel requirements and regulations are 
expected to keep impacts of the additional traffic to a minimum. 

 
 
C.2. SOILS AND VEGETATION  
Maximum predicted offsite impacts were compared to EPA screening levels or other available 
air quality standards.  The annual SO2 impact exceeds the EPA screening concentration, 
however, the receptors where the exceedances occur are located adjacent to the Marsh Lumber 
inventory source.  These receptors are likely on the property of that facility. The largest annual 
concentration from Pee Dee sources at those receptors is 0.2 ug/m3, which is below the 
significance level. Modeling of all the proposed and existing emissions for the soils and 
vegetation analysis indicated that the maximum concentrations for all averaging times were less 
than each applicable standard.  Thus, there are no adverse impacts expected on soils or 
vegetation based on facility emissions.  
 

a) Santee Cooper used conservative screening concentrations, as detailed in EPA guidance, 
[U.S. EPA, A Screening Procedure for the Impacts of Air Pollution Sources on Plants, 
Soils, and Animals (EPA 450/2-81-078), 1980] to ensure that no adverse impacts to soils 
and vegetation would occur as a result of the project. For pollutants with modeled 
concentrations that exceeded the model significance levels (MSL), the full off-site 
inventory of sources was included in order to provide a comprehensive analysis.  Further, 
Santee Cooper used the screening values based on the most sensitive plants, rather than 
on an inventory of the surrounding vegetation, which provided a conservative approach 
to the screening analysis.  

 



b) This screening concentration approach is standard in PSD modeling analyses, and has 
been used at numerous facilities, including several recently permitted power plant 
projects (e.g., Longleaf Energy). EPA Region 4 has also recently confirmed that the EPA 
guidance was the proper source for screening values for the Thoroughbred project in 
Kentucky. [Secretary’s Findings, Conclusions of Law, and Final Order for the 
Thoroughbred Generating Station, Commonwealth of Kentucky Environmental and 
Public Protection Cabinet File No. DAQ-26003-037 and DAQ-26048-037]  

 
Also, the proposed Pee Dee facility is not located next to any state or federally designated 
lands receiving special protection.  Further, no other state or federal agencies have 
objected to the soils and vegetation analysis, and the FWS determined that the proposed 
project analyses were acceptable.  Thus, the evaluation of the screening thresholds and 
comparison to the secondary NAAQS is appropriate to demonstrate the lack of adverse 
impacts on soils and vegetation from the Pee Dee facility.  

 
Table 11 

SOILS AND VEGETATION ANALYSIS 

Pollutant Averaging 
Time 

Model 
Used 

MAX. 
Impact 
(μg/m3) 

Back-
ground 
(μg/m3) 

Facility / 
Regional 
Impact 

(μg/m3) (2) 

EPA Screening 
Concentration 

(μg/m3) 

AAQS 
Standard 
(μg/m3) 

Exceeds?

24 Hour AERMOD 34.6 49.0 83.6 N/A 150 No 
PM10 

Annual AERMOD 5.6 23.5 29.1 N/A 50 No 

1 Hour AERMOD 245.4 264.4 509.8 917 N/A No 

3 Hour AERMOD 224.7 146.6 371.3 786 1300 No SO2 

Annual AERMOD 34.4 4.7 39.1 18 80 No 

4 Hour (3) AERMOD 20.1 (1) N/A 20.1 3760 N/A No 

8 Hour (3) AERMOD 17.4 (1) N/A 17.4 3760 N/A No 

1 Month (3) AERMOD 2.06 (1) N/A 2.06 564 N/A No 
NOX 

Annual AERMOD 0.9 (1) 19.0 19.9 94 100 No 

CO 1 Week (4) AERMOD 39.8 (1) 2519 2559 1,800,000 N/A No 

Fluoride 10 Day (4) AERMOD 0.04 (1) N/A 0.04 0.5 -- No 

Lead Quarterly (6) AERMOD 0.003 (1) 0.004 0.007 1.5 -- No 

Sulfuric 
Acid Mist 24 Hour AERMOD 0.57 (1, 3) N/A 0.57 -- 10 (5) No 

1) Concentrations include only the facility impacts since they either did not exceed the Significant 
Impact Levels or none were available.  All other values include full impact sources. 
2) Results include background values when available. 
3) Averaging period concentrations were determined directly using selected periods in modeling 
software, and not by applying conversion factors to a 1-hour concentration.  Highest first high 
concentrations were used for comparison.  In some instances, Santee Cooper reported a more 
conservative value such as using the 1-hour concentration to compare to a 4-hour or 24-hour standard. 
4) Non-Standard Averaging period was conservatively estimated as follows: 
   1 Week CO = 8 hour concentration; background value is also 8-hr value. 
   10 Day Fluoride = 24 hour concentration 
5) Standard 8 concentration was used since there was no EPA level available. 

6) Quarterly impacts are calculated using the DHEC conversion factor of 0.3 times the hourly impact. 
 



 
C.3. VISIBILITY 
This visibility impairment analysis is distinct from the Class I visibility impact analysis.  
VISCREEN was used following the guidelines published in the Workbook for Plume Visual 
Impact Screening and Analysis (EPA-450/4-88-015, 1988; Revised 1992) (hereafter referred to 
as the workbook).  The procedure consists of a screening process done through several levels.  A 
nearby sensitive receptor, such as a state park or local airport, is analyzed to determine if an 
impact is expected.   
 
EPA has developed two guidance documents for VISCREEN modeling:  a workbook and a 
tutorial to assist with the application of the model itself. 
[http://www.epa.gov/scram001/dispersion_screening.htm#viscreen] To address the one 
percentile worst-case meteorological conditions, these guidance documents provide two different 
methods that can be used to determine the worst-case meteorological conditions for use in the 
Level II analysis.  Neither of the methods is described as “preferred” and both are considered to 
be valid. 
 
Santee Cooper used the tutorial approach to calculate a worst-case meteorological condition of E 
stability and a 5 m/s wind speed.  The Department used the workbook to determine a worst-case 
meteorological condition of E stability and a 3 m/s wind speed.  The guidance documents 
provide two different approaches to analyze the data, resulting in slightly different conditions.  
The tutorial approach used by Santee Cooper evaluated worst-case meteorological conditions for 
each of the five data years (1987-1991) to determine the worst-case dispersion characteristics.  
The workbook procedure used by the Department analyzed the full, five-year (1987-1991) 
dataset to determine the one-percentile worst-case meteorological condition for persistence and 
frequency of occurrence.   This one-percentile worst-case meteorology is indicative of the worst-
day plume visual impacts when the probability of worst-case meteorological conditions is 
coupled with the probability of other factors being ideal for maximizing the plume visual 
impacts.  
 
The only visibility sensitive area within the vicinity of the Santee Cooper Pee Dee project was 
the Lake City Municipal Airport located 27 km southwest of the facility.  There are no other 
areas matching the definition of a visibility sensitive area (state and national parks, monuments, 
airports, etc.) that are located closer to the project location.  The impacts at Lake City Municipal 
Airport were evaluated against the VISCREEN criteria and passed using both analysis methods.  
Calculations were performed for two assumed plume-viewing backgrounds: the horizon sky and 
a dark terrain object.  Five years of meteorological data were analyzed.  Descriptions of this are 
included in Santee Cooper’s Class II Modeling Report for the tutorial method used by Santee 
Cooper and in the Department’s preliminary modeling determination report for the workbook 
approach.  The Table below shows the screening values from the Departments results obtained 
using the workbook method. 
 

Table 12 (a) 
VISIBILITY IMPAIRMENT ANALYSIS 

Background Theta Azi Distance 
(km) Alpha ΔE Critical ΔE Plume Contrast 

Critical 
Contrast 

Plume 

Sky 10 95 28 74 2.0 1.6 0.05 0.006 

Sky 140 95 28 74 2.0 0.6 0.05 -0.015 

Terrain 10 84 27 84 2.0 1.1 0.05 0.015 

Terrain 140 84 27 84 2.0 0.3 0.05 0.012 
 



 
Table 12 (b) 

VISIBILITY IMPAIRMENT ANALYSIS INPUTS 
Parameter Value Units 

Particulate Matter 205.2 lb/hr 

NOx 798 lb/hr 

Primary Sulfur 57 lb/hr 

Background Ozone 0.04 ppm 

Plume-source-observer angle 11.25 Degrees 

Background visual range 25 Km 

Wind Speed 3 Meters/sec 

Stability Class E  
 



 
SECTION D – PSD CLASS I IMPACT ANALYSIS  
A facility within 100 km of a Class I area must perform Class I modeling to determine the impact 
on the Class I area.  For the visibility and deposition analyses, the recommendations in the; 1) 
Interagency Workgroup on Air Quality Modeling Phase II Summary Report and 
Recommendations for Modeling Long Range Transport Impacts (IWAQM) (EPA-454/R-98-019, 
December 1998); 2) Federal Land Managers’ Air Quality Related Values Workgroup Phase I 
Report (FLAG) (U.S. Forest Service- Air Quality Program, the National Park Service – Air 
Resources Division, and the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service – Air Quality Branch, December 
2000); 3) Regional Haze Regulations and Guidelines for Best Available Retrofit Technology 
(U.S. EPA, June 15, 2005); and 4) U.S. EPA’s Guidelines on Air Quality Models (Guideline), 
were followed.   
 
Dispersion modeling was performed to evaluate the potential impacts to the Cape Romain 
National Wildlife Refuge, located approximately 100 km to the south of the proposed Kingsburg 
facility.  Given the complex nature of the meteorology in a shoreline environment and the 
recommendations of the various regulatory agencies, the CALPUFF model was used for 
performing all of the air dispersion modeling for this project.  Modified MM5 (mesoscale 
meteorological forecast model) data was used in CALMET (version 5.53a) to provide input into 
CALPUFF (version 5.711a).  CALPOST (version 5.51) was used as the postprocessor to 
generate the ambient concentrations of PM10, SO2, and NOX at the Class I areas for comparison 
to; 1) the PSD Class I increment modeling significance level; 2) the total deposition of sulfur and 
nitrogen for assessment against the deposition assessment threshold values for sulfate and nitrate 
set by the FLM (DAT); and 3) the 24-hour average visibility impairment. 
 
CALPUFF modeling was not performed by SCDHEC for this project, but was accepted by South 
Carolina upon approval of the Federal Land Manager.   A summary of Class I impact results, as 
provided in the July 2006 and April 2007 submittals, is provided below.  
 
All modeling was performed using a refined grid modeling approach in the CALPUFF modeling 
system.  Based on this dispersion, deposition, and visibility modeling, the ambient air impacts of 
the project were estimated to be less than all threshold levels specified by all applicable 
regulatory requirements except for the short-term SO2 impacts on the Cape Romain NWR.  Air 
impacts of increased SO2 emissions were greater than the applicable SILs for the 3-hr and 24-hr 
averaging periods, which required an additional cumulative impact analysis to be performed.  
Other sources of SO2 emissions within the modeling domain, which consume PSD increment (or 
expand the increment if no longer in service), were obtained from DHEC.  Cumulative air 
quality modeling for the Cape Romain Class I receptors was performed for these sources 
combined with the facility sources.  The cumulative PSD increment impacts were less than the 
Class I area allowable PSD increments. 
 
D.1. CLASS I SIGNIFICANT IMPACT LEVEL ANALYSIS  
Table 13 shows the maximum impacts on Cape Romain for SO2, NOx, and PM10.  The air quality 
impacts are less than the Class I SILs for PM10, NOx, and the SO2 annual averaging period.  The 
impacts of the facility emissions are greater than the applicable Class I SIL for SO2, for the 3-
hour and 24-hour averaging periods.  Therefore, for the SO2 3-hour and 24-hour averaging 
periods, a cumulative impact analysis is required.  No further air concentration analyses are 
required to demonstrate compliance with the PSD increments for PM10, NOx, and the SO2 annual 
averaging period.   



 

Table 13 
CLASS I PSD SIGNIFICANT IMPACT LEVEL ANALYSIS 

Pollutant Averaging 
Time Model Used Maximum Modeled 

Concentration (μg/m3) 
SIL 

 (μg/m3) 
Significant 

Impact? 
24 HOUR CALPUFF 0.076 0.32 No PM10 ANNUAL CALPUFF 0.003 0.16 No 
3 HOUR CALPUFF 2.498 1.0 Yes 

24 HOUR CALPUFF 0.819 0.2 Yes SO2 
ANNUAL CALPUFF 0.027 0.1 No 

NOX ANNUAL CALPUFF 0.009 0.1 No 
Highest First-high values is shown for all pollutants and averaging periods. 
 
 
D.2. CLASS I INCREMENT CONSUMPTION IMPACT ANALYSIS  
PSD increment consuming and increment expanding sources for SO2 in the modeling domain 
were considered in this analysis. The modeling domain was determined by; 1) developing a list 
of all sources within 100 km of the facility; 2) including all increment sources less than 100 km 
from Cape Romain; 3) for sources between 100 and 200 km from Cape Romain, including 
sources if the facility total increment potential emissions were greater than 100 TPY of any PSD 
pollutant; and 4) for sources greater than 200 km from Cape Romain, including sources if the 
facility total increment potential emissions were greater than 250 TPY of any PSD pollutant. 
 
Additional CALPUFF modeling for these increment-affecting sources was performed over the 
whole modeling domain for impacts on the Cape Romain NWR.  The results of these cumulative 
effects are shown in Table 14.  As shown, these impacts do not exceed the allowable PSD 
increments for a Class I area. 
 

TABLE 14 
CLASS I PSD INCREMENT IMPACTS 

CAPE ROMAIN NATIONAL WILDLIFE  REFUGE  

Pollutant Averaging 
Time Model Used Maximum Modeled 

Concentration (μg/m3) 
Standard 
 (μg/m3) 

% of 
Standard? 

3 HOUR CALPUFF 16.1 25 64 
24 HOUR CALPUFF 4.7 5 94 SO2 
ANNUAL CALPUFF 0.5 2 25 

Highest First-high values is shown for all averaging periods. 
Standards are from SC Regulation 61-62.5 Standard 7, Class I Area limits. 
 
 
D.3. CLASS I VISIBILITY ANALYSIS 
The visibility analysis evaluates the potential change in light extinction relative to the natural 
background as a result of the proposed project.  Visibility is described through two methods, 
Plume Impairment and Regional Haze.  Regional haze occurs at distances where the plume has 
become evenly dispersed into the atmosphere such that there is no definable plume.  The revised 
EPA guidance (IWAQM, 1998) and the FLM guidance (FLAG, 2000) recommends the use of 
non-steady state dispersion modeling for both screening and refined dispersion modeling.   
 
Plume impairment was not evaluated for this project since the distance from the facility to the 
Cape Romain NWR was greater than 50 km. Only regional haze was evaluated.   



The peak 24-hour visibility impairment as predicted by the air quality model is typically used to 
attribute visibility affects to a single source. However, the recently promulgated Regional Haze 
Regulations and Guidelines for Best Available Retrofit Technology establish a different method 
for assessing whether a single facility causes or contributes to visibility impairment.  This 
guidance establishes a 0.5 deciview (dv) (roughly equivalent to 5% extinction change) threshold 
for contribution and 1.0 dv (approximately 10% extinction change) threshold for causation of 
visibility impairment.  These thresholds are essentially equivalent to the FLAG guidance, except 
that they are to be applied to the 98th percentile model result for an analysis that considers 
multiple years of met data.  Visibility modeling results are presented at both peak and 98th 
percentile levels to demonstrate two interpretations of the model results.  This analysis utilizes 
the Visibility Improvement State and Tribal Association of the Southeast (VISTAS) version of 
the CALPOST processor to assess impacts from the proposed project on regional haze.   
 
The IWAQM recommended “Method 2”, which uses hourly relative humidity adjustment 
applied to background and modeled sulfate and nitrate with the relative humidity factor capped at 
95%, was used to compute visibility impairment in terms of Δbext from modeled pollutant 
concentrations.  This post-processing option uses observed relative humidity values and pollutant 
concentrations at each receptor to compute the percent change in visibility due to the facility’s 
emissions compared against the natural background visibility under the prevailing atmospheric 
conditions.  Method 2 is considered the default approach under FLAG and the results are shown 
in Table 15.  The New IMPROVE equation incorporates many natural background scattering 
processes in an attempt to isolate true source contribution. 
 

TABLE 15 
  CLASS I AREA VISIBILITY IMPAIRMENT ANALYSIS AT CAPE ROMAIN 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE USING METHOD 2 
Method 2 Year 

Maximum Impact  98th Percentile Number Days >5% Number Days >10%
2001 10.97% 5.24% 8 2 
2002 9.31% 5.33% 10 0 
2003 28.37% 4.68% 5 1 

 Method 2 with IMPROVE tool 
2001 7.78% 3.98% 5 0 
2002 7.00% 4.07% 2 0 
2003 21.37% 3.51% 3 1 

 
 
The “Method 6” approach, computes Δbext using a monthly average relative humidity adjustment 
particular to each Class I area applied to background and modeled sulfate and nitrate.  Because a 
monthly average is used, no cap on f(RH) is necessary since the function is not used in Method 6.  
The results tend to be smoothed out since peak short-term humidity events are not considered.  
Method 6 is not typically considered a default approach for PSD AQRV analyses, but is used to 
assess visibility impairment under the U.S. EPA’s Guidance for Best Achievable Retrofit 
Technology, in particular in the VISTAS regional planning organization.  When using this 
methodology, the light extinction change above background extinction that is compared to the 
5% threshold is set at the 98th percentile value from the modeling.  This translates into the 8th 
highest visibility impact or light extinction change above background in a given year being 
compared to the 5% threshold change. 



Table 16 provides the visibility impacts for each year of meteorological data and shows the 8th 
highest value for each year of analysis.  
 

TABLE 16 
  CLASS I AREA VISIBILITY IMPAIRMENT ANALYSIS AT CAPE ROMAIN 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE USING METHOD 6 
Method 6 

Maximum Impact  98th Percentile Number Days >5% Number Days >10%
13.85% 4.07% 5 1 

Method 6 with IMPROVE tool 
10.18% 2.98% 4 1 

 
As shown, the facility does show exceedances of the 5% threshold on the highest impact day.  
However, as evidenced by the 98th percentile values (8th highest day), these high days occur very 
infrequently.  Therefore, taking into account the intensity, duration, frequency, and time of 
visibility impairment, the impacts from the facility do not create an adverse impact on visibility. 
 
 
D.4. CLASS I DEPOSITION ANALYSIS  
For the sulfate/nitrate deposition analysis, modeling was performed for the Class I area following 
the refined CALPUFF methodology outlined above.  Table 17 presents the annual deposition 
values compared to the Deposition Analysis Threshold (DAT) for sulfur and nitrogen deposition 
of 0.01 kg/ha/yr.  These DAT values are a guideline established by the FLM, not a regulatory 
standard.  The estimated nitrate deposition was less than the applicable DAT and the sulfate 
deposition was slightly higher than the East U.S. DAT.  Considering that coastal ecosystems 
have evolved under naturally higher sulfur deposition rates, an adverse impact on the Cape 
Romain NWR is not expected. 
 

TABLE 17 
SULFATE/NITRATE DEPOSITION AT CAPE ROMAIN NATIONAL WILDLIFE 

REFUGE – SIL EMISSIONS 
Deposition Rate (kg/ha/yr) 

Sulfur DAT Exceeds Nitrogen DAT Exceeds 
0.021 0.01 Yes 0.004 0.01 No 

 



SECTION E – SOUTH CAROLINA FACILITY-WIDE COMPLIANCE 
DEMONSTRATION  
All minor and major sources proposing new construction or construction modifications in South 
Carolina are required to demonstrate compliance with South Carolina Regulation No. 62.5 
Standards Nos. 2 (AAQS), 7 (Class II PSD Increment), and 8 (Air Toxics).  Standard No. 7 
(PSD) Part k - "Source Impact Analysis" and Part p - "Sources Impacting Federal Class I Areas - 
Additional Requirements" require Class II modeling.   Facility-wide emissions from the Santee 
Cooper Pee Dee facility only were modeled to demonstrate compliance with Standards 2 and 7. 
Dispersion parameters and emission rates included in this portion of the compliance 
demonstration are listed in the Tables in Section F of the summary.  
 

Table 18 
STANDARD NO. 2 - AAQS MODELING ANALYSIS 

Pollutant Averaging 
Time Model Used 

Maximum Modeled 
Concentration 

(μg/m3) 

Background 
Concentration 

(μg/m3) 

Total 
(μg/m3) 

Standard 
(μg/m3) 

% of 
Standard

TSP Annual AERMOD 10.1 22.4 32.5 75 43.3 

24 Hour AERMOD 27.9 (2) 49 76.9 150 52.5 
PM10 

Annual AERMOD 5.2 23.5 28.7 50 57.4 

3 Hour AERMOD 75.1 146.6 221.7 1300 17.1 

24 Hour AERMOD 13.8 34.0 47.8 365 13.1 SO2 

Annual AERMOD 1.6 4.7 6.3 80 7.9 

NO2 Annual AERMOD 0.9 19.0 19.9 100 19.9 

1 Hour AERMOD 70.5 2863 2934 40,000 7.3 
CO 

8 Hour AERMOD 39.8 2519 2559 10,000 25.6 

Lead Quarterly AERMOD 0.003 (3) 0.004 0.007 1.5 0.5 

12 Hour AERMOD 0.06 (4) 0.06 3.7 1.6 

24 Hour AERMOD 0.04 (4) 0.04 2.9 1.4 

Weekly AERMOD 0.04 (4) 0.04 1.6 2.5 
Gaseous 
Flourides 

Monthly AERMOD 0.01 (4) 0.01 0.8 1.2 

1) Highest first-high modeled concentration was used for all averaging times, unless otherwise noted. 

2) Highest second-high modeled concentration. 

3) Quarterly impacts are calculated using the DHEC conversion factor of 0.3 times the hourly impact. 

4) There is no background value for HF. 
5) The 24-hour average concentration was used to compare to the weekly standard.  This is a 
conservative approach. 
 



 
Table 19 

BACKGROUND MONITORING DATA (μg/m3) 
Pollutant Site Name County Year 1-Hr 3-Hr 8-Hr 24-Hr Qtr Annual

TSP Sneed Middle School Florence 2005      22.4 

PM10 Winyah Georgetown 2005    49  23.5 

SO2 Georgetown CMS Georgetown 2005 264.4 146.6  34.0  4.7 

NO2 
Jenkins Ave Fire 
Station Charleston 2005      19.0 

CO State Hospital Richland 2005 2863  2519    

Pb Sneed Middle School Florence 2005     0.004  
Mean was used for Annual Averaging Time and 2nd high was used for all other averaging periods.   
Pb is the highest of the four quarters. 
 
 

Table 20 
STANDARD NO. 7 - CLASS II PSD MODELING ANALYSIS 

POLLUTANT AVERAGING TIME MODEL USED 
MAXIMUM MODELED 

CONCENTRATION  
(μg/m3) (1) 

STANDARD 
(μg/m3) 

% OF 
STANDARD

24 Hour AERMOD 27.9 (2) 30 99.3 
PM10 

Annual AERMOD 5.2 17 30.6 

3 Hour AERMOD 75.1 512 14.7 

24 Hour AERMOD 13.8 91 15.2 SO2 

Annual AERMOD 1.6 20 8.0 

NO2 Annual AERMOD 0.9 25 3.6 

1) Highest first-high modeled concentration was used for all averaging times, unless otherwise noted. 

2) Highest second-high modeled concentration. 
 



SECTION F – MODELED SOURCE EMISSION RATES & STACK PARAMETERS 
 

STANDARD NO. 2 - MODELED EMISSION RATES (LBS/HR) 
SOURCE IDENTIFICATION TSP PM10 SO2 

(1) NOX CO 
POINT SOURCES 

B01 102.38 102.38 684.00 399.00 912.00

B02 102.38 102.38 684.00 399.00 912.00

CR01 0.585 0.225 -- -- -- 

CR02 0.049 0.019 -- -- -- 

CT01A 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01B 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01C 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01D 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01E 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01F 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01G 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01H 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01I 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01J 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01K 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT01L 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02A 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02B 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02C 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02D 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02E 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02F 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02G 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02H 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02I 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02J 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02K 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

CT02L 0.389 0.389 -- -- -- 

MT01 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

MT02 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

MT04 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

MT05 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

MT10 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

MT11 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 



STANDARD NO. 2 - MODELED EMISSION RATES (LBS/HR) 
SOURCE IDENTIFICATION TSP PM10 SO2 

(1) NOX CO 
MT15 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

MT16 0.011 0.005 -- -- -- 

MT17 0.011 0.005 -- -- -- 

MT18 0.011 0.005 -- -- -- 

MT19 0.011 0.005 -- -- -- 

MT23 0.001 0.001 -- -- -- 

MT24 0.001 0.001 -- -- -- 

MT25 0.001 0.001 -- -- -- 

MT28 0.001 0.001 -- -- -- 

MT29 0.001 0.001 -- -- -- 

MT30 0.001 0.001 -- -- -- 

MT33 0.001 0.001 -- -- -- 

S01 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S02 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S03 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S04 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S05 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S06 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S07 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S08 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S09 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S10 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S11 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

S12 0.017 0.008 -- -- -- 

POINT SOURCE TOTALS 215.104 214.519 1368 798 1891 

VOLUME SOURCES 

MT03 1.738 0.817 -- -- -- 

MT08 1.738 0.817 -- -- -- 

MT09 1.738 0.817 -- -- -- 

MT14 1.738 0.817 -- -- -- 

MT20 0.132 0.062 -- -- -- 

MT21 0.132 0.062 -- -- -- 

MT22 0.132 0.062 -- -- -- 

MT26 0.132 0.062 -- -- -- 

MT27 0.132 0.062 -- -- -- 

MT34 0.254 0.120 -- -- -- 



STANDARD NO. 2 - MODELED EMISSION RATES (LBS/HR) 
SOURCE IDENTIFICATION TSP PM10 SO2 

(1) NOX CO 
MT35 0.254 0.120 -- -- -- 

MT36 0.254 0.120 -- -- -- 

SP01 0.178 0.106 -- -- -- 

SP02 0.272 0.163 -- -- -- 

SP03 1.056 0.632 -- -- -- 

SP04 0.758 0.455 -- -- -- 

SP05 0.272 0.163 -- -- -- 

VOLUME SOURCE TOTALS 10.91 5.457 -- -- -- 

FACILITY TOTALS 226.0 220.0 1368 798 1824 
1) SO2-3hr concentrations were modeled based on an emission rate double that of the other periods. B01 
= 1368 lb/hr and B02 = 1368 lb/hr, for a facility total of 2736 lb/hr.  This was in response to an EPA 
comment concerning a possible 3-hr emission limit. 
 
 

STANDARD NO. 2 - MODELED EMISSION RATES (LBS/HR) 
SOURCE IDENTIFICATION HF LEAD 

B01 1.94 0.11 

B02 1.94 0.11 

Facility Totals 3.88 0.22 
 
 

STANDARD NO. 7 - MODELED PSD CLASS II INCREMENT EMISSION RATES 
(LBS/HR) 

Minor Source Baseline Date(s) 
9/28/78 9/28/78 N/A STACK ID 
PM10 SO2 (2) NOX

(1) 

POINT SOURCES 

B01 102.38 684.00 399.00 

B02 102.38 684.00 399.00 

CR01 0.225 -- -- 

CR02 0.019 -- -- 

CT01A 0.389 -- -- 

CT01B 0.389 -- -- 

CT01C 0.389 -- -- 

CT01D 0.389 -- -- 

CT01E 0.389 -- -- 

CT01F 0.389 -- -- 

CT01G 0.389 -- -- 

CT01H 0.389 -- -- 

CT01I 0.389 -- -- 



STANDARD NO. 7 - MODELED PSD CLASS II INCREMENT EMISSION RATES 
(LBS/HR) 

Minor Source Baseline Date(s) 
9/28/78 9/28/78 N/A STACK ID 
PM10 SO2 (2) NOX

(1) 

CT01J 0.389 -- -- 

CT01K 0.389 -- -- 

CT01L 0.389 -- -- 

CT02A 0.389 -- -- 

CT02B 0.389 -- -- 

CT02C 0.389 -- -- 

CT02D 0.389 -- -- 

CT02E 0.389 -- -- 

CT02F 0.389 -- -- 

CT02G 0.389 -- -- 

CT02H 0.389 -- -- 

CT02I 0.389 -- -- 

CT02J 0.389 -- -- 

CT02K 0.389 -- -- 

CT02L 0.389 -- -- 

MT01 0.008 -- -- 

MT02 0.008 -- -- 

MT04 0.008 -- -- 

MT05 0.008 -- -- 

MT10 0.008 -- -- 

MT11 0.008 -- -- 

MT15 0.008 -- -- 

MT16 0.005 -- -- 

MT17 0.005 -- -- 

MT18 0.005 -- -- 

MT19 0.005 -- -- 

MT23 0.001 -- -- 

MT24 0.001 -- -- 

MT25 0.001 -- -- 

MT28 0.001 -- -- 

MT29 0.001 -- -- 

MT30 0.001 -- -- 

MT33 0.001 -- -- 

S01 0.008 -- -- 



STANDARD NO. 7 - MODELED PSD CLASS II INCREMENT EMISSION RATES 
(LBS/HR) 

Minor Source Baseline Date(s) 
9/28/78 9/28/78 N/A STACK ID 
PM10 SO2 (2) NOX

(1) 

S02 0.008 -- -- 

S03 0.008 -- -- 

S04 0.008 -- -- 

S05 0.008 -- -- 

S06 0.008 -- -- 

S07 0.008 -- -- 

S08 0.008 -- -- 

S09 0.008 -- -- 

S10 0.008 -- -- 

S11 0.008 -- -- 

S12 0.008 -- -- 

POINT SOURCE TOTALS 214.5 1368 798 

VOLUME SOURCES 

MT03 0.817 -- -- 

MT08 0.817 -- -- 

MT09 0.817 -- -- 

MT14 0.817 -- -- 

MT20 0.062 -- -- 

MT21 0.062 -- -- 

MT22 0.062 -- -- 

MT26 0.062 -- -- 

MT27 0.062 -- -- 

MT34 0.120 -- -- 

MT35 0.120 -- -- 

MT36 0.120 -- -- 

SP01 0.106 -- -- 

SP02 0.163 -- -- 

SP03 0.632 -- -- 

SP04 0.455 -- -- 

SP05 0.163 -- -- 

VOLUME SOURCE TOTALS 5.457 -- -- 

FACILITY TOTALS 220.0 1368 798 

1) There is no MSBD for NOX in Florence county at this time. This project sets the MSBD. 



STANDARD NO. 7 - MODELED PSD CLASS II INCREMENT EMISSION RATES 
(LBS/HR) 

Minor Source Baseline Date(s) 
9/28/78 9/28/78 N/A STACK ID 
PM10 SO2 (2) NOX

(1) 

2) SO2-3hr concentrations are based on an emission rate double that of the other periods. B01 = 1368 
lb/hr and B02 = 1368 lb/hr, for a facility total of 2736lb/hr.  This was in response to an EPA comment 
concerning a possible 3-hr emission limit. 
 



 
STACK ID DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION 

STACK ID SOURCE DESCRIPTION DATE INSTALLED 
(MODIFIED) STATUS  

 Emergency Generator No. 1 TBD Exempted  

 Emergency Generator No. 2 TBD Exempted  

 Fire Pump TBD Exempted  

B01 Boiler No. 1 – 5700 MMBtu/hr Coal fired TBD   

B02 Boiler No. 2 – 5700 MMBtu/hr Coal fired TBD   

CR01 Coal – Petcoke Crusher TBD   

CR02 Limestone Crusher TBD   

CT01A-L & CT02A-L Cooling Towers TBD   

MT01 Railcar Unloading TBD   

MT02 Conveyor Transfer to Stacker/Reclaim TBD   

MT03 Emergency Stockout drop to Pile TBD   

MT04 Transfer Tower Conveyor TBD   

MT05 Emergency Reclaim TBD   

MT08 Stacker/Reclaimer Stockout TBD   

MT09 Stacker/Reclaimer Reclaim TBD   

MT10 Conveyor to Crusher Tower TBD   

MT11 Conveyor to Transfer Tower TBD   

MT14 Hopper Loading TBD   

MT15 Conveyor Transfer TBD   

MT16 Fly Ash - Truck loadout 1 TBD   

MT17 Fly Ash – Truck loadout 2 TBD   

MT18 Fly Ash - Silo 1 TBD   

MT19 Fly Ash - Silo 2 TBD   

MT20 Truck Unloading To Limestone Pile TBD   

MT21 Limestone reclaim feeder TBD   

MT22 Limestone emergency reclaim feeder TBD   



STACK ID DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION 

STACK ID SOURCE DESCRIPTION DATE INSTALLED 
(MODIFIED) STATUS  

MT23 Limestone drop to crusher house TBD   

MT24 Limestone emergency drop to crusher house TBD   

MT25 Limestone crusher drop to overland conveyors TBD   

MT26 Limestone overland conveyor drop to cross conveyor TBD   

MT27 Limestone emergency overland conveyor drop to cross 
conveyor 

TBD   

MT28 Limestone cross conveyor drop to Limestone Silo #1 TBD   

MT29 Limestone overland conveyor drop to Limestone Silo #2 TBD   

MT30 Limestone overland conveyor drop to Limestone Silo #3 TBD   

MT33 Lime Silo TBD   

MT34 Gypsum Conveyor to Stockout TBD   

MT36 Gypsum Truck loading TBD   

MT35 Gypsum conveyor to Off-Spec Stockout TBD   

S01 – S12 Coal Silos 1 thru 12 TBD   

SP01 Limestone Storage Pile TBD   

SP02 Gypsum Storage Pile TBD   

SP03 Coal Storage Pile TBD   

SP04 Petcoke Storage Pile TBD   

SP05 Off-Spec Gypsum Storage Pile TBD   
 
 

AERMOD SPECIFICATIONS TABLE 1 
MET DATA KCAE87 – KCAE91 -- 1987-1991 met data for surface air from Columbia, SC station #13883 

Upper air from Athens, GA station #13873 
PROJECTION DATUM NAD27 X  NAD83   WGS-84   NWS-84   
RURAL or URBAN ? Rural X  Urban     

ELEVATIONS EXTRACTED Buildings Yes  Sources Yes  Tanks No  Receptors Yes  
 



 
DEM Quads PMI SO2I SO2I3 PMN SO2N SO2N3 NOXS PMS SO2S SO2S3 Other S 

7.5 Minute DEM Quads 

Brittons Neck          X  

Centenary          X  

Evergreen, SC          X  

Friendship       X X X X X 

Gresham       X X X X X 

Johnsonville       X X X X X 

Lake City East          X  

Pamplico North       X X X X X 

Pamplico South       X X X X X 

Prospect Crossroads       X X X X X 

Scranton          X  

Snow Island          X  

1 Degree DEM Quads 

Augusta-East X X X X X X      

Florence-East X X X X X X      

Florence-West X X X X X X      

Georgetown-East X X X X X X      

Georgetown-West X X X X X X      

Spartanburg-East X X X X X X      

PMI = PM Full Impact Increment NOXS = Significance run for NOX, and Standards 2 and 7 

SO2I = SO2 Full Impact Increment 24-hr and annual averaging periods PMS = Significance runs for PM & TSP, and Standards 2 and 7 

SO2I3 = SO2 Full Impact Increment 3-hr averaging period SO2S = Significance runs for SO2 24-hr & annual periods, and Standards 2 and 7 

PMN = NAAQS Full Impact for PM SO2S3 = Significance run for SO2 3-hr period, and Standards 2 and 7 

SO2N = NAAQS Full Impact for SO2 24-hr and annual averaging periods Other = Significance runs for CO, HF, PB, H2SO4, and Standard 2 

SO2N3 = NAAQS Full Impact for SO2 3-hr averaging period  
 



 
MODELED POINT SOURCE PARAMETERS 

LOCATION (UTM) BUILDING PARAMETERS 
STACK ID DATE LAST 

MODELED 
EAST (M) NORTH 

(M) 

STACK 
HEIGHT 

(FT) 

EXIT 
TEMP. 

(°F) 

EXIT 
VELOCITY 

(FT/SEC) 

STACK 
DIAMETER 

(FT) 

DISCHARGE 
ORIENTATION

RAIN 
CAP? HEIGHT 

(FT) 
WIDTH 

(FT) 
LENGTH 

(FT) 

DIST TO 
PROPERTY 
LINE (FT) 

B01 2007 639253 3754781 650 122 60 25.0 Vertical No     

B02 2007 639253 3754781 650 122 60 25.0 Vertical No     

CR01 2007 639229 3754885 85 68 10.31 5.0 Vertical No     

CR02 2007 639358 3754904 35 68 10.31 5.0 Vertical No     

CT01A 2007 638816 3754800 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT01B 2007 638816 3754779 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT01C 2007 638837 3754819 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT01D 2007 638837 3754800 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT01E 2007 638836 3754779 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT01F 2007 638835 3754759 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT01G 2007 638855 3754819 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT01H 2007 638855 3754798 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT01I 2007 638854 3754778 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT01J 2007 638854 3754757 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT01K 2007 638874 3754798 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT01L 2007 638874 3754778 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT02A 2007 639132 3754219 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT02B 2007 639130 3754202 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT02C 2007 639151 3754239 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT02D 2007 639151 3754219 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT02E 2007 639151 3754201 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT02F 2007 639150 3754181 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT02G 2007 639172 3754239 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT02H 2007 639171 3754219 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     



CT02I 2007 639171 3754201 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT02J 2007 639170 3754180 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT02K 2007 639191 3754218 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

CT02L 2007 639191 3754200 146 68 24.4 3.0 Vertical No     

MT01 2007 639657 3755273 15.00 68 0.03 2.00       

MT02 2007 639417 3755045 35.00 68 0.03 2.00       

MT04 2007 639541 3755182 85.00 68 0.03 2.00       

MT05 2007 639344 3754956 35.00 68 0.03 2.00       

MT10 2007 639124 3754786 85.00 68 0.03 2.00       

MT11 2007 639577 3755212 85.00 68 0.03 2.00       

MT15 2007 639307 3755021 10.00 68 0.03 2.00       

MT16 2007 639134 3754884 10.00 68 0.03 4.00       

MT17 2007 639151 3754900 10.00 68 0.03 4.00       

MT18 2007 639135 3754923 85.00 68 0.03 4.00       

MT19 2007 639118 3754907 85.00 68 0.03 4.00       

MT23 2007 639360 3754905 35.00 68 0.03 2.00       

MT24 2007 639357 3754903 35.00 68 0.03 2.00       

MT25 2007 639352 3754897 35.00 68 0.03 2.00       

MT28 2007 639287 3754835 85.00 68 0.03 2.00       

MT29 2007 639282 3754841 85.00 68 0.03 2.00       

MT30 2007 639269 3754821 85.00 68 0.03 2.00       

MT33 2007 639127 3754916 65.00 68 0.03 4.00       

S01 2007 639033 3754664 175 68 2.86 10.0 Vertical No     

S02 2007 639040 3754656 175 68 2.86 10.0 Vertical No     

S03 2007 639046 3754650 175 68 2.86 10.0 Vertical No     

S04 2007 639052 3754643 175 68 2.86 10.0 Vertical No     

S05 2007 639058 3754636 175 68 2.86 10.0 Vertical No     

S06 2007 639064 3754629 175 68 2.86 10.0 Vertical No     



S07 2007 639092 3754602 175 68 2.86 10.0 Vertical No     

S08 2007 639098 3754595 175 68 2.86 10.0 Vertical No     

S09 2007 639104 3754588 175 68 2.86 10.0 Vertical No     

S10 2007 639112 3754582 175 68 2.86 10.0 Vertical No     

S11 2007 639117 3754575 175 68 2.86 10.0 Vertical No     

S12 2007 639124 3754568 175 68 2.86 10.0 Vertical No     

 



 
MODELED VOLUME SOURCE PARAMETERS 

LOCATION (UTM) 
STACK ID DATE LAST 

MODELED 
EAST (M) NORTH (M)

SOURCE 
RELEASE 

HEIGHT (FT) 

VERTICAL 
DIMENSION σZ (FT) 

HORIZONTAL 
DIMENSION σY (FT)

DIST TO 
PROPERTY LINE 

(FT) 

MT03 2007 639570 3755143 30 7.0 0.9  

MT08 2007 639458 3755112 30 7.0 0.9  

MT09 2007 639455 3755111 30 7.0 0.9  

MT14 2007 639335 3755051 5 1.1 0.9  

MT20 2007 639495 3754765 5 1.15 0.9  

MT21 2007 639387 3754897 30 7.0 0.9  

MT22 2007 639364 3754876 30 7.0 0.9  

MT26 2007 639290 3754835 30 7.0 0.9  

MT27 2007 639288 3754837 30 7.0 0.9  

MT34 2007 639136 3754986 30 7.0 0.9  

MT35 2007 639120 3754970 30 7.0 0.9  

MT36 2007 639151 3754987 5 1.15 0.92  

SP01 2007 639438 3754824 30 7.0 119.85  

SP02 2007 639092 3755019 30 7.0 28.94  

SP03 2007 639531 3754998 30 7.0 229.79  

SP04 2007 639375 3755164 30 7.0 187.47  

SP05 2007 639067 3754995 30 7.0 28.94  

 



 
MODELING EXEMPTIONS/DEFERRALS 

SOURCE 
IDENTIFICATION EXEMPTION/DEFERRAL BASIS 

Emergency generators 1 & 2 & 
Fire pump Standards 2, 7 and 8 - Emergency power generator less than 150 KW or that runs less than 500 hours per year. 

B01, B02 Standard 8 - Fuel burning source which burns only virgin fuel or specification used oil. 
 
 

MODELING HISTORY 

DATE MODELED 
BY 

REASON 
MODELED DESCRIPTION 

12/11/2008 TOP PSD C/P 
Revised 

PSD construction application for Greenfield facility.  Modeled preliminary and full impact analysis for 
NAAQS and PSD Increment, and State Standards 2, 7, and 8. Class I summary included for reference. 



AIR DISPERSION MODELING SUMMARY SHEET 
Of Voluntary Additional Modeling for the Santee Cooper Pee Dee Facility 

Permit Number 1040-0113 
December 12, 2008 

 
This summary is an addition to the Department’s standard modeling summary.  It was 
created to include modeling not required by state regulations, but modeling that was done 
to provide additional information in response to comments on the Santee Cooper Pee Dee 
permit application.   
 
 
Mercury and Sulfuric Acid Modeling 
 
The EPA has not set national ambient air quality standards for HAP emissions. 
Therefore, there are no national ambient standards for mercury or sulfuric acid to use in 
accessing the impacts of these HAP emissions of the Pee Dee plant.  South Carolina, 
however, has established maximum allowable ambient concentrations (MAAC) for air 
toxics emissions under S. C.  Regulation 61-62.5, Standard No. 8 - Toxic Air Pollutants 
(Standard No. 8).   
 
Under the Standard No. 8 exemption for sources that burn virgin fuels, the facility was 
not required to model for mercury or for sulfuric acid.  However, due to concerns over 
HAP emissions impacts, Santee Cooper voluntarily submitted mercury and sulfuric acid 
air dispersion modeling.  The modeling was reviewed by the Department and the results 
were compared to the applicable MAAC standards as shown in the tables below.  
 
Mercury emissions were calculated from 40 CFR 60 Subpart Da emission limits.  The 
boilers will fire predominantly bituminous coal and therefore will be limited to mercury 
emissions of 2.00E-05 pounds per megawatt-hour (lb/MWh).  Each boiler will generate 
660 MW gross and as such, the emission limit per unit will be 0.0132 pounds per hour 
(lb/hr) or 116 lb/yr.  Note that the draft permit limit (69 lb/yr) for mercury emissions is 
lower than the Subpart Da limit and that the recently submitted case-by-case MACT 
analysis has an even lower proposed limit.  However, the higher Subpart Da value was 
used to provide conservative results for this analysis.  
 
Modeling was conducted following standard DHEC methodology for Class II modeling 
analyses.   The normalized emission impacts are based on a 1 g/s emission rate for each 
boiler (2 g/sec total).  Those impacts are then scaled by the appropriate emission rate to 
yield the 24-Hour Impact.  In this case, the concentration was scaled by the NSPS 
Subpart Da emission limit of 0.0264 pounds per hour (0.0033 g/sec) for the two boilers.   
 
The potential facility emissions were modeled for sulfuric acid. 



 
TOXIC AIR POLLUTANTS MODELING ANALYSIS 

Pollutant CAS 
Number 

Normalized 
Concentration 

(μg/m3) 

24-hour Impact 
(μg/m3) 

Standard 
(μg/m3) 

% of 
Standard 

Mercury 7439-97-6 0.16 (1) 0.0003 0.25 0.1 
Sulfuric Acid 7664-93-9 -- 0.57 10.00 5.7 
1) Normalized concentration is based on 2 g/sec (or 1 g/sec from each boiler).  
24-hour impact = 0.16 μg/m3 / 2 * 0.0033 g/sec 
 
 
PM2.5 Modeling 
 
PM2.5 is regulated under section 110 of the federal Clean Air Act [Clean Air Act § 110, 
and 40 CFR § 50.13] and is therefore a regulated NSR pollutant as defined in South 
Carolina Regulation 61-62.5 Standard 2.  However, EPA did not promulgate final PM2.5  
implementation rules until May 16, 2008. [73 FR 28321], which was after the draft PSD 
permit was issued (December 2007).  Because of this, the Department did not have state 
or federal PM2.5  implementation rules during the review of the permit application. As a 
result, the approach used for assessing PM2.5 is discussed below. 
 
While current regulations do not require PM2.5 modeling, subsequent to issuance of the 

draft PSD permit, Santee Cooper and the Department have conducted ambient air quality 
modeling to assess the impact of the Pee Dee project on PM2.5 concentrations. Predicted 
concentrations were compared with the primary and secondary PM2.5 NAAQS.  (The 
primary and secondary standards are identical.  EPA has not yet issued PSD increments 
for PM2.5, therefore, the PM2.5 NAAQS are the only PM2.5 ambient limits currently 
available for direct comparison with modeling results. 
 
The PM2.5 modeling evaluations were performed assuming that PM2.5 emissions from the 
proposed coal boilers and crushers are equal to total estimated PM10 emissions including 
condensables.  The remaining sources were modeled using available PM2.5 emission 

 
   Normalized  24-Hour Mercury DHEC Standard   
 UTMX  UTMY  Emission Impacts Impacts  No. 8 MAAC   

Year  (km)  (km)  (μg/m3)  (μg/m3)  (μg/m3)  % of Standard  

1987  638.063  3755.566  0.14969  2.49E-04  0.250  0.10%  
1988  640.453  3755.481  0.14309  2.38E-04  0.250  0.10%  
1989  640.653  3755.281  0.14141  2.35E-04  0.250  0.09%  
1990  640.553  3754.781  0.15959  2.65E-04  0.250  0.11%  
1991  637.753  3755.381  0.15123  2.52E-04  0.250  0.10%  
MAX  640.553  3754.781  0.15959  2.65E-04  0.250  0.11%  



factors and rates.  This is obviously a conservative approach and helps reduce the 
possibility that PM2.5 impacts were underestimated.   
 
Modeling results were compared to the PM2.5 NAAQS which are an annual average of 15 
µg/m3 and a 24-hour average of 35 µg/m3 (achieved when the 98th percentile 24-hour 
concentration is less than or equal to the standard).  Santee Cooper reported predicted 
concentrations from the modeling evaluations of 0.65 µg/m3 for the annual average 
(highest annual average of the five modeled years), and 3.60 µg/m3 for the 24-hour 
average (highest three year rolling average of the 98th percentile concentrations).  Santee 
Cooper reported total concentrations, including representative background concentrations 
from the Department’s Winyah monitoring station, of 13.6 ug/m3 (annual) and 34.4 
ug/m3 (24-hour average).  The Department reviewed the modeling results submitted by 
Santee Cooper and reran the modeling to verify the results.  The predicted PM2.5 
concentrations obtained by the Department were 0.7 ug/m3 for the annual average 
(highest annual average of the five modeled years) and 5 ug/m3 for the 24-hour average 
(highest second high for the five modeled years, which is more conservative than the 98th 
percentile concentration used by Santee Cooper).  Total concentrations obtained by the 
Department, including background concentrations from the H L Sneed Middle School 
monitoring station, were 13.3 ug/m3 (annual) and 34 ug/m3 (24-hour average).  Both 
methods produced results that are below the respective PM2.5 NAAQS for each averaging 
period.  [Note: Santee Cooper reviewed monitoring data from the two closest PM2.5 
monitoring stations operated by the Department for their analysis.  The H L Sneed 
Middle School station is the closest to the proposed facility and is more representative 
meteorologically, but Santee Cooper chose to use data from the Winyah station in their 
analysis because it is slightly more conservative for the 24-hr standard (the annual 
average calculated by Santee Cooper for both stations was 12.9 ug/m3).  Santee Cooper 
did not realize, however, that the data posted on the Department’s web site included data 
for a partial year of monitoring at the Winyah site and should not be used for modeling 
analyses.  The Department used data from the H L Sneed Middle School site, a suburban 
site just outside the Florence city limits, as a conservative background for the rural Santee 
Pee Dee facility location.  The Department used the annual three year design value for the 
Sneed site as the annual background concentration rather than the three-year  arithmetic 
average used by Santee Cooper in order to match the form of the PM2.5 annual NAAQS.  
The annual design value for the Sneed site is slightly lower, at 12.6 ug/m3, than the 12.9 
ug/m3 number calculated by Santee Cooper.] 
 

PM 2.5 AMBIENT AIR QUALITY MODELING ANALYSIS 

Pollutan
t 

Averagin
g Time 

Model 
Used 

Maximum 
Modeled 

Concentration 
(μg/m3) 

Background 
Concentratio

n (μg/m3) 

Total 
(μg/m3) 

Standard
(μg/m3) 

% of 
Standard

24 Hour AERMOD 5.0 (1) 29.0 (2) 34.0 35 97 
PM2.5 

Annual AERMOD 0.7 (3) 12.6 (2) 13.3 15 89 
1) 24-hour averaging time is based on highest second high over each of the five years (more conservative 
than 98th percentile). 



2) Based on the 2005-2007 three year design value for the Sneed site. 

3) Annual averaging time is based on highest first high. 
 
 
 
PM10 Additional Modeling 
 
It is important to note some general concepts regarding the PM10 increment modeling 
before addressing each of the concerns.  

• The material handling sources (with the exception of those routed to a control 
device) are low-level releases from storage piles or material drop points and are 
modeled without a release velocity. Due to the poor dispersion characteristics of 
these sources, they are not well-mixed within the atmosphere, leading to higher 
impacts near their release location. As a result, these sources account for a 
majority of the modeled impacts on the highest impact days.  

• Increment analyses are allowed to be based on actual emissions.  In this case, 
however potential emission rates, not actual emissions, were modeled for all 
sources, yielding higher modeled impacts than would actually be expected to 
occur.  Therefore, the increment analyses provide a conservative estimate of 
impacts. 

• The highest impacts predicted by the model are isolated to the area immediately 
adjacent to the plant.  The impacts drop off sharply with distance from the facility.  
When compared to the 24-hr increment of 91 µg/m3, only four receptors exceed 
26 µg/m3 and only twelve receptors exceed 20 µg/m3.  The worst-case impacts for 
all other years are below 25.2 µg/m3.  

• The material handling sources were assumed to operate at the maximum short-
term production capacity for 8,760 hours per year. This results in an 
overestimation of emissions for the following reasons: 
o The material handling equipment will not typically operate at its maximum 

production rate (i.e., the equipment capacity).  The two boilers could not 
process the amount of material that the material handling equipment could 
generate at the maximum production rate over a long period of time.    

o The material handling equipment does not operate 24 hours per day and, for 
safety reasons, typically does not operate in the night-time hours.  Although 
Santee Cooper cannot control when coal trains arrive, and therefore may need 
to unload a train at night, other material handling activities such as loading the 
coal silos from the coal piles will usually take place during the day.  Night-
time hours generally produce the highest modeled ambient impacts from low-
level emission sources due to atmospheric stability at that time.  

o The generation of emissions from both storage piles and material transfer 
points is based on wind speed. Storage pile emissions will occur only when 
wind speeds exceed approximately 12 miles per hour (mph), [Kinsey, J. and 
Cowherd, C., “Fugitive Emissions” in Buonicore, A. and Davis, W., eds., Air 
Pollution Engineering Manual, Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1992.] but these 
emissions were modeled at every hour. The worst-case impacts from the 



storage piles occur at low wind speeds due to reduced dispersion.  During 
these low-wind speed hours, there will be no actual emissions from storage 
piles, but the model conservatively predicts the highest impacts during these 
hours.  Specifically, during the 24-hour period with the highest impact for the 
five-year period modeled (November 15, 1990), the wind speed never 
exceeded the 12 mph threshold.  The average speed for that 24-hour period is 
4.25 mph excluding calm hours and 3.19 mph including calm hours. The 
maximum wind speed during this 24-hour period is 9.17 mph.  Therefore, 
although minimal (if any) emissions of wind-generated PM would actually be 
created, the modeled impacts from storage piles are still considered.  

o In addition to the storage piles, the material transfer emissions will be lower 
during periods of low wind speeds. However, these emissions are assumed to 
be the same each hour regardless of wind speed.    

o No control efficiency was included for watering of the storage piles and 
material transfer points.  The piles will be routinely watered, and emissions 
reductions from watering can be as high as 90%.[Kinsey, J. and Cowherd, C., 
“Fugitive Emissions” in Buonicore, A. and Davis, W., eds., Air Pollution 
Engineering Manual, Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1992.],  [EPA AP-42, Section 
13.2.4 Aggregate Handling and Storage Piles, November 2006.] 

o The control efficiency for dust collectors on the material handling sources is 
conservatively assumed to be 99%.  The control efficiency expected to be 
achieved in practice will likely be above 99.9%.  

o Each cooling tower was modeled using the original proposed PM10 emission 
rate of 4.66 lb/hr, based on 0.005% drift loss.  The revised draft permit limit is 
now based on 0.0005% drift loss, resulting in a new PM10 emission rate of 
0.466 lb/hr for each cooling tower.  

 
Santee Cooper conducted additional modeling using the assumption that winds were 
stronger than 12 mph 13.21% of the time.  As shown below, the modeled 24-hr 
impacts would still remain below the standard of 30 µg/m3, even using all of the 
conservative assumptions noted above (including, in particular, the use of a value for 
cooling tower drift loss that is ten times higher than the revised design value).   

 
High 2nd 

High 24-Hr 
Impact 

Contribution 
from 

Storage Piles 

Factor 
increase due to 

emission 
factor change 

Revised 
Storage Pile 
Contribution 

Revised 
Total 

Class II 
Increment

µg/m3 µg/m3  µg/m3 µg/m3 µg/m3 
27.9 4.6 1.36 6.3 29.6 30 
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	Ash ponds are regulated by the Department's Bureau of Water (BOW).  Prior to construction of any ash pond that may discharge to Waters of the State, Santee Cooper would be required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) discharge permit, as well as a construction permit.  The construction permit ensures that the ponds are designed to be protective of groundwater quality.  Once the ash ponds are constructed, Santee Cooper would have to obtain approval to operate prior to using the ponds. Santee Cooper would be required to meet any discharge limits that may be included in an NPDES permit.  Any discharge limits would be based on the characteristics of the wastewater and the receiving stream, and water quality standards as defined by S.C. Regulation 61-68 Water Classifications & Standards.  Additionally, groundwater monitoring may be included as a requirement in the NPDES permit.  No application has been received by the Department’s Bureau of Water Industrial Wastewater Section for this facility to date.  When an NPDES permit application is received, the Department’s BOW will follow the required permitting and public notification process.
	Landfills are regulated by the Department's Bureau of Land and Waste Management (BLWM).  Prior to the construction of a landfill, Santee Cooper would be required to obtain a Solid Waste Landfill Permit in accordance with S.C. Regulation 61-107.19.  These regulations require the applicant to characterize the waste by testing for the levels of hazardous constituents.  The type and design of the landfill would be dependent on the levels of constituents in the waste.  The landfill, which may include requirements to include a liner and cap system, is designed to be protective of groundwater quality.  Additionally, groundwater monitoring would be included as a requirement in the landfill permit.  No application has been received by the BLWM to date.  When a landfill permit application is received, the Department’s BLWM will follow the required permitting and public notification process.
	Landfills are regulated by the Department's Bureau of Land and Waste Management (BLWM).  Prior to the construction of a landfill, Santee Cooper would be required to obtain a Solid Waste Landfill Permit in accordance with S.C. Regulation 61-107.19.  These regulations require the applicant to characterize the waste by testing for the levels of hazardous constituents.  The type and design of the landfill would be dependent on the levels of constituents in the waste.  The landfill, which may include requirements to include a liner and cap system, is designed to be protective of groundwater quality.  Additionally, groundwater monitoring would be included as a requirement in the landfill permit.  No application has been received by the BLWM to date.  When a landfill permit application is received, the Department’s BLWM will follow the required permitting and public notification process.
	Ash ponds are regulated by the Department's Bureau of Water (BOW).  Prior to construction of any ash pond that may discharge to Waters of the State, Santee Cooper would be required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) discharge permit, as well as a construction permit.  The construction permit ensures that the ponds are designed to be protective of groundwater quality.  Once the ash ponds are constructed, Santee Cooper would have to obtain approval to operate prior to using the ponds. Santee Cooper would be required to meet any discharge limits that may be included in an NPDES permit.  Any discharge limits would be based on the characteristics of the wastewater and the receiving stream, and water quality standards as defined by S.C. Regulation 61-68 Water Classifications & Standards.  Additionally, groundwater monitoring may be included as a requirement in the NPDES permit.  No application has been received by the Department’s Bureau of Water Industrial Wastewater Section for this facility to date.  When an NPDES permit application is received, the Department’s BOW will follow the required permitting and public notification process.
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